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ABSTRACT 
TEACHERS’ AND SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS 
OF CURRENT AND IDEAL 
SUPERVISION AND EVALUATION PRACTICES 
FEBRUARY 2004 
JOHN F. RIZZO, B.S., SPRINGFIELD COLLEGE 
M.Ed., WESTFIELD STATE COLLEGE 
C.A.G.S., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Judith H. Placek 
Supervision has arguably been one of the most heavily debated and well- 
researched topics in education. By 1994, 47 states had made some form of 
recommendation regarding supervision and evaluation and their links to student 
achievement. The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of classroom 
teachers and supervisors to better understand supervision and evaluation. 
Specifically, the study sought to describe the perceptions of teachers and supervisors 
regarding their current and ideal teacher supervisory system, the differences between 
teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions of current and ideal supervisory practices, and 
any variation that exists between public, private/non-religious, and religious schools 
regarding perceptions of ideal and current systems. 
A questionnaire consisting of 43 closed response items and three open response 
questions was distributed with 345 teachers and 58 supervisors responding. The 
results of this study indicate that there was a significant difference between teachers’ 
and supervisors’ perceptions of supervision on the current scale in the areas of clinical 
IX 
supervision, mentoring, use of a variety of observation methods, the relationship 
between the teacher and supervisor characterized by trust and collaboration, and 
teachers being a part of the process of developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. The supervisor reported a higher mean in all cases. The study revealed 
congruence on the ideal scale between teachers and supervisors with both groups 
indicating that effective supervision consists of a collaborative approach involving a 
variety of models as well as more frequent visitations and a more trusting and open 
relationship between the supervisor and teacher. Lastly there was a significant 
difference between school types in the areas of the differentiated supervision models, 
clearly articulated performance standards, and teachers being a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are supervised. 
x 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .v 
ABSTRACT..  ix 
LIST OF TABLES  xvi 
CHAPTER 
1. HISTORICAL FOUNDATIONS OF SUPERVISION .1 
Introduction .1 
Purpose of the Study.6 
Hypothesis 7 
Research Questions .  
2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE.10 
Introduction .10 
Supervision and Evaluation .12 
Supervision: Definition and Purpose . 13 
Evaluation: Definition and Purpose .14 
Effective Teaching . 16 
Domain One - Planning and Preparation .17 
Domain Two - The Classroom Environment .  
Domain Three - Instruction .18 
Domain Four - Professional Responsibilities .18 
Key Concepts Regarding Supervision: Trust, Collaboration, 
Reflection and Empowerment/Ownership .20 
Trust .20 
Collaboration/Collegiality .24 
Reflection . 5 
Empowerment .29 
Summary .33 
Supervisory Models .3  
xi 
Clinical Supervision Model 34 
Research Studies on Clinical Supervision .38 
Critique of the Clinical Supervision Model .40 
Developmental Supervision Model.41 
Directive Control Behaviors .44 
Directive Informational Behaviors .4  
Collaborative Behaviors .44 
Non-Directive Behaviors . 5 
Research on Developmental Supervision .45 
Critique of the Developmental Supervision Model .46 
Differentiated Supervision Model .48 
Clinical Supervision .49 
Self-Directed Development .51 
Administrative Modeling . 2 
Research Studies on Differentiated Supervision ...58 
Critique of the Differentiated Supervision Model .60 
Peer Coaching Model . 61 
Research Studies on Peer Coaching .64 
Critique of the Peer Coaching Model . 5 
Mentoring Model .67 
Research Studies on Mentoring . 72 
Summary .76 
Research on Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions of Supervision .78 
Summary .8  
Chapter Summary  86 
3. METHODOLOGY. 88 
Instrumentation .90 
The Study Population . 1 
Data Collection . 2 
Data Analysis  92 
Xll 
4. RESULTS 94 
Description of the Sample .94 
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions 
of Current Supervision/Evaluation System .95 
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions 
of Their Ideal Supervision/Evaluation System 97 
Mean Responses of Teachers and Supervisors Perceptions of Their 
Current and Ideal Supervision System .100 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions of Current/Ideal Criteria .102 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Responses To How Teachers Are 
Supervised.105 
Inferential Statistics of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions on 
the Current and Ideal Scale .107 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Greatest Strengths of Current 
Supervision/Evaluation System .113 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Greatest Weaknesses of Current 
Supervision/Evaluation System .115 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Statements of Major Components in an 
Ideal Supervision/Evaluation System .117 
Summary .118 
5. FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS .119 
Overview of the Study and Summary of Results .. 119 
Comparison of Results With The Literature.;. . . 125 
Generalizability and Limitations of the Study.128 
Suggestions for Future Research .128 
Implications for Teachers, Supervisors, and Researchers .129 
APPENDICES 
A. THE MODELS . 136 
B. TEACHER SURVEY .140 
C. SUPERVISOR SURVEY .146 
D. COVER LETTER FOR TEACHER SURVEY .152 
E. COVER LETTER FOR SUPERVISOR SURVEY .154 
F. FOLLOW-UP LETTER FOR TEACHERS.156 
G. FOLLOW-UP LETTER FOR SUPERVISORS .158 
Xlll 
H. PUBLIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD CURRENT 
SUPERVISION .160 
I. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS 
TOWARD CURRENT SUPERVISION .162 
J. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT SUPERVISION .164 
K. PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT SUPERVISION . 166 
L. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS 
TOWARD CURRENT SUPERVISION .168 
M. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT SUPERVISION .170 
N. PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD IDEAL 
SUPERVISION .172 
O. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS 
TOWARD IDEAL SUPERVISION .174 
P. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
IDEAL SUPERVISION .176 
Q. PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
IDEAL SUPERVISION .178 
R. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ 
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD IDEAL SUPERVISION .180 
S. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
IDEAL SUPERVISION .182 
T. MEAN RESPONSES OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS’ AND 
SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS .184 
U. MEAN RESPONSES OF PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL 
TEACHERS’ AND SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS.186 
V. MEAN RESPONSES OF RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ 
AND SUPERVISORS’PERCEPTIONS.188 
xiv 
W. PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT/IDEAL CRITERIA .190 
X. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ 
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD CURRENT/IDEAL CRITERIA .192 
Y. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT/IDEAL CRITERIA . 194 
Z PUBLIC SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT/IDEAL CRITERIA . 196 
AA. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS 
TOWARD CURRENT/IDEAL CRITERIA .198 
BB. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL SUPERVISORS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD 
CURRENT/IDEAL SUPERVISION.200 
CC. PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS’ AND SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSES 
CONCERNING HOW TEACHERS ARE SUPERVISED .202 
DD. PRIVATE NON-RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ AND 
SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSES CONCERNING HOW TEACHERS 
ARE SUPERVISED .204 
EE. RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ AND SUPERVISORS’ 
RESPONSES CONCERNING HOW TEACHERS ARE SUPERVISED ... 206 
BIBLIOGRAPHY .  208 
xv 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table Page 
1. Demographic characteristics of survey respondents .96 
2. All teachers’ responses (N=345) to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems.98 
3. All supervisors’ responses (N=58) to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems.99 
4. All teachers’ responses (N=345) to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an idea supervision/evaluation system .101 
5. All supervisors’ responses (N=58) to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system .102 
6. All teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to statements (standard 
deviations in parenthesis) concerning perceptions towards current 
and ideal supervision/evaluation systems .103 
7. All teachers’ responses (N=345) to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should 
be used to supervise teachers...104 
8. All supervisors’ responses (N=58) to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be 
used to supervise teachers ..105 
9. All teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
how teachers are supervised .106 
10. Analysis of variance results on current and ideal measures for all statements . 108 
11. Pairwise comparisons for each of the current and ideal measures that 
were significant by the F-test ...112 
12. Categories of respondents’ statements concerning the greatest strengths 
of their current supervision/evaluation systems .114 
13. Categories of respondents’ statements concerning the greatest 
weaknesses of their current supervision/evaluation systems .116 
xvi 
14. Categories of respondents’ statements concerning the major components 
of an ideal supervision/evaluation system .118 
H. 1 Public school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems.161 
I. 1 Private non-religious school teachers’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation 
systems .163 
J. 1 Religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems.165 
K. 1 Public school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems.167 
L. 1 Private non-religious school supervisors’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation 
systems .169 
j 
M. 1 Religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems.171 
N. 1 Public school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system .173 
O. 1 Private non-religious school teachers’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation 
system .175 
P. 1 Religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system .177 
Q. 1 Public school supervisors responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system .179 
R. 1 Private non-religious school supervisors’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation 
system .181 
S. 1 Religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system .183 
xvu 
T. 1 Public school teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to statements 
concerning perceptions towards current and ideal supervision/ 
evaluation systems.185 
U. 1 Private non-religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses 
to statements concerning perceptions towards current and ideal 
supervision/evaluation systems .187 
V. 1 Religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to 
statements concerning perceptions towards current and ideal 
supervision/evaluation systems . 189 
W. 1 Public school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be 
used to supervise teachers . 191 
X. 1 Private non-religious school teachers’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards criteria that are currently 
used and should be used to supervise teachers .193 
Y. 1 Religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and 
should be used to supervise teachers .195 
Z. 1 Public school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and 
should be used to supervise teachers .197 
AA. 1 Private non-religious school supervisors’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards criteria that are currently 
used and should be used to supervise teachers .199 
BB. 1 Religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and 
should be used to supervise teachers .....201 
CC. 1 Public school teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to statements 
concerning how teachers are supervised .203 
DD.l Private non-religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ responses 
to statements concerning how teachers are supervised .205 
EE. 1 Religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to 
statements concerning how teachers are supervised .207 
xvm 
CHAPTER 1 
HISTORICAL FOUNDATIONS OF SUPERVISION 
Introduction 
Supervision and evaluation arguably have been one of the most well researched as 
well as heavily debated educational topics over the last twenty years. One of the 
debates centers around the function of supervision and evaluation. Supervision is 
generally defined as a formative process designed to improve teacher performance 
whereas evaluation is a summative assessment of a teacher’s skills and performance. 
As a part of school reform movements, by 1994 47 states had issued some form of 
recommendation regarding teacher supervision/evaluation as a means to improving 
instruction (Clark, 1998). Over the past two decades there have been shifting views 
regarding supervision. An early view of supervision has been as an inspector type 
function carried out by supervisors who understand prescribed behaviors of effective 
teaching. A more recent view of supervision has been as a school based collaborative 
process focusing on reflection and trust with an emphasis on improved instruction 
(Glickman, 1992). Theorists highlight the overall importance of effective supervision 
in promoting positive growth within an individual teacher’s performance, thereby 
enhancing the quality of instruction (Glickman, Gordon, Ross-Gordon, 1998; Saphier, 
1993; Sergiovanni, 1982). 
The history of supervision and evaluation provides us with clear examples of how 
the perspectives of teachers and supervisors have been ignored (Tracy, 1995). 
Examining this history can clearly depict the supervisory structures which have 
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silenced practitioners over the centuries. In addition, the history of supervision and 
evaluation provides a background from which we can draw a framework for 
constructing present supervisory practices. In order to better provide insight in current 
practice, it is important to understand the historical evolutionary phases of supervisory 
practice throughout history (Tracy, 1995). In tracing the historical foundations of 
supervisory practices in American education from the Colonial era through the 1800‘s, 
responsibility for the supervision and evaluation of the schools belonged primarily to 
various members of the community, hence its being named the Community 
Accountability Phase (Tracy, 1995). The Massachusetts School Law of 1647 required 
towns to establish schools and instructed community leaders to monitor student 
progress in reading and understanding religious principles (Tracy, 1995). Supervision 
of schools consisted of visits by a community visiting committee, the earliest form of 
classroom observation (Tracy, 1995). This period was often known as the inspection 
stage due to the monitoring role assigned to community leaders (Bolin & Panaritis, 
1992). Early supervisors possessing minimal supervisory skills viewed their roles as 
assisting teachers to improve instruction (Tracy, 1995). 
The Professionalization Phase consisted of assisting and assessing teachers and 
began with the end of the Community Accountability Phase, and lasted through the 
latter part of the 19th century (Tracy, 1995). Responsibility for the overall 
supervision/evaluation of schools and teachers shifted from community leaders in the 
previous phase to professional educators with such new titles as superintendent, head 
teacher, and principal. With the populace increasing, new school districts were created 
for the purpose of overseeing several schools within a given region or community. 
2 
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By the late 19 century, the role of the principal was firmly established with new 
supervisory responsibilities (McNergney & Herbert, 2000). A major change had also 
occurred for principals regarding the skills needed to supervise teachers. In lieu of 
possessing a working knowledge of community values, supervisors now needed to 
possess effective teaching skills as well as proper subject knowledge. 
By the beginning of the 20th century, education took on what seemed to be a 
more professional tone, which resulted in the creation of the supervision/evaluation 
specialist, ushering in the Scientific Phase (Tracy, 1995). Special supervisors were 
hired to assist teachers in conveying proper methodology as well as setting appropriate 
standards of teaching performance (Karier, 1982). Coinciding with the American 
Industrial Revolution, it is no wonder that the highlight of the scientific phase was the 
measuring of teaching methods to determine the most productive ones in relation to 
student outcomes (Tracy, 1995). “The emphasis on measurement led to increased 
attention to direct classroom observation and data gathering, particularly through the 
use of an observation checklist, a tool commonly used today” (p. 323). 
For over 70 years each dominant supervisor phase represented a reaction to the 
previous phase. By the 1930s and ‘40s, the pendulum shifted from a scientific 
perspective to a human relations perspective (Tracy, 1995). In this phase, the overall 
purpose of supervision was to assist the teacher rather than control or direct. However, 
after World War II, the scientific phase once again took root and saw a resurgence of 
observation techniques for recording data that one hoped would lead to instructional 
improvement (Tracy, 1995). The effective teaching research of the 1970’s and 1980’s 
and the popularity of Hunter’s model of supervision demonstrate even today these 
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earlier scientific phases are “alive and well in a new, third-world scientific phase” (p. 
324). 
By the late 1960s, the emergence of a combined phase of science and human 
relations was established in the work of both Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1973). 
The emergence of clinical supervision sought to combine both the scientific principles 
of observation with the positive human relations approach of teaming the supervisor 
and teacher together for the primary purpose of analyzing teacher performance. 
Theorists viewed clinical supervision as a way of enhancing the professional 
development of the teacher through the observation, conferencing, and feedback cycles 
(Ebmeier & Nicklaus, 1999). To date schools are still using clinical supervision as well 
as variations of this model, as one best method of supervision has not been established. 
Glatthom (1997), Glickman (1992), and Joyce and Showers (1996) describe a range of 
supervisory models or activities such as differentiated supervision, developmental 
supervision, and peer coaching. 
Following World War II, federal, state and local government took more control 
regarding the education of our nation’s youth. This expansion of governmental 
responsibility served as a catalyst for the supervision and evaluation of teachers as a 
way to establish accountability and ensure effective teaching (Karier, 1982). By the 
latter 20th century, the primary goal of the new federalism movement was to raise 
performance standards for both students mid teachers (McNergney & Herbert, 2000). 
Entering the new century, there appears to be an even greater outcry for educational 
improvement and increased demands for teacher accountability. 
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To ensure accountability and positive change in the public schools, the 
Massachusetts legislature in 1993 passed the Massachusetts Education Reform Act. Its 
primary objective was to improve education for its students throughout the 
Commonwealth’s public schools. Accountability measures were included throughout 
the document, some of which focused specifically on teacher improvement with regards 
to supervision and evaluation as well as staff development (Massachusetts Education 
Reform Act, 1993). Regarding supervision, principals are expected to spend more time 
during their workday in the classrooms observing teachers. 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts ranks in the top ten nationwide in the total 
enrollment of Catholic schools, with 253 schools serving 85,257 students (McDonald, 
2002). Although no formal legislation similar to the Massachusetts Education Reform 
Act has been passed regarding supervision/evaluation in the Commonwealth’s Catholic 
schools, each Diocese devotes a great deal of time and training in the area of 
supervision/evaluation. Specifically, the Springfield Diocese has recently completed a 
year-long study of its four secondary and 30 elementary/middle schools with 
supervision and evaluation as an area of focus. Moreover, the study calls for extensive 
professional development and training in improving teaching practices (Meitler, 2000). 
The National Catholic Education Association (NCEA) is a staunch proponent for 
effective supervision/evaluation practices throughout the nation’s Catholic schools 
(Drahmann & Stenger, 1994; Kelleher, 2002). 
In the same light, there are a number of private/non-religious schools in the 
Commonwealth that belong to the National Association of Independent Schools 
(NAIS). A primary goal of the NAIS is to provide staff development training for the 
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purpose of improving performance among its members. With this in mind, one area of 
focus for independent schools has been to enhance supervision and evaluation practices 
(Buckalew, 2000, 2001) 
While supervision has been a prominent topic in the reform of public and private 
education, there are relatively few studies that focus primarily on the perceptions of 
teachers and supervisors regarding supervision. There are no studies that center on 
teacher and supervisor perceptions from three different types of schools: public, 
private, and parochial. 
Purpose of the Study 
In order to better understand teacher supervision/evaluation, this study examined 
the perceptions of the classroom teacher as well as the supervisor regarding supervision 
and evaluation. The purpose of this study was to provide a description of public, 
private, and parochial school teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions of supervision and 
evaluation in select Hampden County schools in the Pioneer Valley of Western 
Massachusetts. There have been no studies conducted in this area, therefore seeking 
the input of teachers and supervisors collectively regarding their perceptions of 
effective supervision/evaluation is of great importance. Insight from teachers and 
supervisors about effective supervisory practices hopefully will enhance instruction and 
lead to improved student outcomes. Few would disagree that the beliefs educators hold 
influence their perceptions that, in turn, affect their behavior in the schools. Moreover, 
understanding these beliefs and perceptions is a key to improving their teaching 
practices (Pajares, 1992). The description was created from data gathered through a 
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survey of the perceptions of Western Massachusetts public, private, and parochial 
teachers and supervisors regarding present and ideal supervision. 
Hypothesis 
With no large-scale studies conducted in this specific area, it is difficult to test 
hypotheses accompanied by a rationale explaining their plausibility given the theories 
from which they are derived (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Rather, this study will serve as 
an exploratory analysis. With strong unions and collective bargaining practices, as well 
as strict govemment/state intervention within the public schools, and conversely few 
regulations within the private and parochial schools, one might infer that teachers and 
supervisors will respond differently from the three types of schools. 
More specifically, this study explored and was guided by the following research 
questions. 
Research Questions 
1. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their current 
supervisory system? 
A. How often are teachers supervised? 
B. What supervision models are used in the process? 
C. Who is involved in the process? (e.g. - supervisors, parents, peers, students) 
D. What criteria are used for evaluation? 
E. Is the teacher and supervisor relationship characterized by trust, collaboration, 
and a shared commitment to professional growth? 
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F. Do teachers receive substantive feedback in the supervisory process and to 
what extent? 
G. Are teachers part of the process of developing methods by which they are 
supervised? 
H. Are others such as students and parents allowed to provide feedback on the 
performance of teachers? 
2. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their ideal teacher 
supervision system? 
A. How often should teachers be supervised? 
B. What supervision models should be used in the process? 
C. Who should be involved in the supervisory process? (e.g. - supervisors, 
parents, peers, students) 
D. What criteria should be used for evaluation? 
E. Should the teacher and supervisor relationship be characterized by trust, 
collaboration, and a shared commitment to professional growth? 
F. Should feedback be an important component of the supervisory process? 
Should teachers receive substantive feedback in the supervisory process and to 
what extent? 
G. Should teachers be part of the process of developing the methods by which 
they are supervised? 
H. Should others such as students and parents be allowed to provide feedback on 
the performance of teachers? 
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3. Are there differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of current 
supervisory practices? 
4. Are there differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of ideal 
supervisory practices? 
5. Are there differences between public, private/non-religious, and religious schools, 
including teaching levels, regarding teacher and supervisor perceptions of the 
current and ideal system? 
The results of this study provide a description of both teachers’ and supervisors’ 
perceptions of their current and ideal supervision/evaluation system. This description 
may be used to gain a more thorough understanding of the supervisory practices 
regarding teacher supervision in select Pioneer Valley schools of Western 
Massachusetts. With no data to show the effectiveness of supervisory practices in the 
Pioneer Valley of Western Massachusetts, this study might provide additional insight, 
not only from teachers, but from supervisors as well. This description may also be used 
to compare and contrast the perceptions of Western Massachusetts teachers and 
supervisors with those of teachers and supervisors in other regions of the state, other 
states, or other types of schools, such as public, private, or parochial. This in turn 
might result in improved instruction and a better learning experience for students. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of the literature pertaining to 
teacher supervision and evaluation. Its intent is to provide the reader with an 
understanding of the theoretical and empirical literature that informs current thinking 
regarding supervision and evaluation. 
This literature review consists of 4 sections: The first section includes a brief 
introduction regarding supervision and evaluation as well as a clear definition of both 
terms distinguishing between the two. In addition, the basic aims and characteristics of 
each are fully discussed in this section as well. The second section provides an analysis 
and synthesis of the research on effective teaching and addresses those characteristics 
of supervision which create a positive climate in order for supervision and evaluation 
programs to be effective. More specifically, this section discusses key concepts such as 
trust, collaboration, reflection, and empowerment, including studies pertaining to 
teacher and supervisor perceptions regarding these concepts. The third section deals 
with supervisory models and the ensuing activities which accompany each one. This 
section discusses clinical supervision, developmental supervision, differentiated 
supervision, peer coaching, mentoring, and those studies focusing on teacher and 
supervisor perceptions of the aforementioned designs and activities in detail. The final 
section of this chapter provides a summary and close examination of those research 
studies that specifically focus on teachers’ and supervisors’ overall perceptions 
regarding supervision and evaluation. 
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The research conducted over the years regarding characteristics of effective 
schools is vast. Therefore, it is not a major focus of this study. A leading source of 
information in this area is the National Association of Elementary School Principals 
(NAESP). In its 1996 publication about quality schools, one of its primary categories 
focused on assessment, or more specifically, an effective supervision and evaluation 
program. As an educator of 20 years, I share the NAESP’s belief that quality schools 
employ a quality supervision and evaluation program and continually research the 
many aspects of this topic. 
Beyond the definitions of supervision and evaluation there are numerous 
components and models which comprise an effective supervision/evaluation program, 
all of which will be discussed in detail in this chapter. Connecting all of the various 
parts of supervision and evaluation is crucial to understanding its whole. Both 
supervision and evaluation involve frequent interpersonal contact between people as 
well as individual introspection. This chapter closely examines some of these parts in 
the form of human qualities such as trust, collaboration, reflection, and empowerment, 
which I believe are not only qualities of effective supervisors but also extend into the 
broad category of characteristics of effective supervision and evaluation programs. To 
a great extent I believe effective supervision can be defined by the level of trust, 
collaboration, reflection and empowerment between and among the teachers and 
supervisors. Although there are similarities and differences between the many models 
discussed in this paper, they all require a great deal of positive human interactions 
regardless of the specific model - be it clinical supervision, developmental supervision, 
differentiated supervision, peer coaching, or mentoring. 
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Each model discussed in this chapter is not only unique because of its founder, 
but unique in design and participant level. In order to have an effective 
supervision/evaluation program, a school or district must exercise several options 
regarding supervision due to the varying degrees of teaching experience and 
developmental levels of its staff. Each model’s connection with the other lies in its 
ability to help teachers and supervisors grow both personally and professionally 
regardless of the individual teacher’s grade level, subject, or experience, thereby 
improving instruction and making a positive difference for the students. 
Supervision and Evaluation 
The evaluation of teachers was a focus of great concern and writing over the 
first seventy-five years of the 20th century. Over the last twenty-five years, research 
and scholarly writing have focused on a relatively new term, supervision. Supervision 
theorists such as Sergiovanni (1982), Glickman, Gordon, & Ross-Gordon (1998), and 
Glatthom (1997) have written books and articles on effective supervision and its 
relationship to quality schools. Yet many educators still appear to be somewhat 
confused regarding the terms supervision and evaluation. The terms are sometimes 
regarded as interchangeable and many of the problems associated with their 
implementation in our schools are a result of these misunderstandings (McCarty, 
Kaufman, & Stafford, 1986). A closer examination of the definitions, purposes, and 
differences between supervision and evaluation may yield a more thorough 
understanding of the two processes. 
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Supervision: Definition and Purpose 
Generally speaking, supervision is defined as an activity designed to improve 
teacher performance. A synthesis of the research and scholarly writing pertaining to 
the definition of supervision yields three common characteristics. First, supervision is a 
collaborative process between the supervisor and the teacher, built on trust (Acheson & 
Gall, 1987; Brandt, 1987, 1996; Bureau, 1993; Clark, 1998; Costa & Garmston, 1994; 
Garman, 1982; Glickman, et al., 1998; Grimmett, Rostad, & Ford, 1992; Healy, 1997; 
McBride & Skau, 1995; McGreal, 1983; McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1986; Nolan, Hawkes, 
& Francis, 1993; Okeafer& Poole, 1992; Pajak, 1990; Poole, 1994; Ribas, 2002; 
Saphier, 1993; Sergiovanni, 1982; Tesch, Nyland, & Kemutt, 1987; Young & 
Heichberger, 1975). Second, through reflection and ownership, supervision fosters 
individual teacher growth (Cogan, 1973; Glickman, et al., 1998; Goldhammer, 1969; 
Healy, 1997; McBride & Skau, 1995; McGreal, 1983; Pajak, 1990; Ribas, 2002; 
Saphier, 1993; Sergiovanni, 1982; Sparks-Langer & Colton, 1991). Third, the primary 
aim of supervision is the improvement of teaching and learning which enhances the 
quality of instruction offered to students (Cogan, 1973; Glickman, et al., 1998; 
Goldhammer, 1969; Healy, 1997; Howard & McCloskey, 2001; McCarty, et al., 1986; 
Pajak, 1990; Ribas, 2002; Saphier, 1993; Sergiovanni, 1982). The person responsible 
for working with the teacher is the supervisor. Hunter (1988) defines the supervisor as 
“a person with major responsibility for increasing professional skills through in-service, 
observation, and growth-evoking feedback” (p. 33). 
13 
Evaluation: Definition and Purpose 
In sharp contrast to the supervision process is evaluation. Generally speaking, 
evaluation is an assessment of a teacher’s skills and performance. A synthesis of the 
research and scholarly writing pertaining to the definition of evaluation yields three 
common characteristics. First, evaluation is summative in nature and centers around 
personnel management decisions such as hiring, dismissal, promotion, tenure, and merit 
(McGreal, 1983, 1988; Poole, 1994; Ribas, 2002; Saphier, 1993; Stein, 1992; Stiggins, 
1986; Wilson & Wood, 1996). Second, evaluation is district driven and is generally 
defined by a collective bargaining agreement (Conley, 1987; McGreal, 1983; Strike & 
Bull, 1981; Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, & Bernstein, 1984). Third, the 
majority of evaluations involve an administrator making a judgment regarding a 
teacher’s performance (McGreal, 1983, 1988; Saphier, 1993; Stein, 1992; Stiggins, 
1986). The person responsible for conducting evaluations is generally known as the 
evaluator, or in most cases, the principal. Hunter (1988) defines an evaluator as “a 
person designated to summarize the quality of professional performance over a period 
of time, and assigned the responsibility for determining a teacher’s future status” (p. 
33). 
The characteristics of supervision and evaluation provide a clear distinction 
between the two activities. Supervision is thought of as a process which evolves over 
time, forming, shaping, and improving a teacher professionally and personally. 
Evaluation may be viewed as the final judgment or summary of this process leading to 
a decision, be it renewal of contract, dismissal, or promotion. Using a medical analogy, 
supervision might be seen as preventive medicine which occurs on a daily basis, 
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whereas evaluation resembles the annual health checkup where a judgment or summary 
is determined based on one’s overall health. 
As indicated throughout the first section of this literature review, supervision 
and evaluation are often used interchangeably by theorists and practitioners alike. 
Oftentimes, administrators tend to group the two activities into one. Lack of time, 
knowledge, or interpersonal skills prevent administrators from separating the formative 
nature of supervision and the summative nature of evaluation. Consequently, teachers 
often panic when they hear the term supervision because they equate it with evaluation. 
Furthermore, teachers respond negatively to formative supervision because of this 
confusion. 
To alleviate reading awkwardness, the term supervision will be used throughout 
this paper. The term supervision will include all practices which promote formative 
teacher growth and development, grounded in an atmosphere of trust and collaboration 
between the supervisor and teacher, for the primary purpose of improving teacher 
performance and enhancing instruction. 
The next section of the literature review opens with a close examination of 
effective teaching from a leading source on supervision and curriculum development. 
It is followed by an examination of the key concepts which create a positive climate in 
order for supervision to be effective: These concepts include trust, collaboration, 
reflection, and empowerment. Throughout this section, studies pertaining to teacher 
and supervisor perceptions regarding these concepts will be addressed. 
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Effective Teaching 
For decades, many school systems have incorporated the use of popular 
teaching models to be used as guides, or in some cases, as the prescribed method of 
teaching. The connection of effective teaching to supervision/evaluation is a natural 
one. Those individuals charged with the task of either formative or summative 
evaluation ought to know clearly what constitutes good teaching. It is beyond the scope 
of this paper to review all of the research on effective teaching. Therefore, I have 
provided a framework by Danielson (1996) that was published by the Association for 
Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD). 
Danielson (1996) provides a framework for teaching that groups teachers’ 
responsibilities into four clearly defined areas. These domains are divided further into 
components. Domain One is entitled, Planning and Preparation, and consists of the 
following components: demonstrating knowledge of content and pedagogy, 
demonstrating knowledge of students, selecting instructional goals, demonstrating 
knowledge of resources, designing coherent instruction, assessing student learning. 
Domain Two is entitled. The Classroom Environment, and consists of the following 
components: creating an environment of respect and rapport, establishing a culture for 
learning, managing classroom procedures, managing student behavior, organizing 
physical space. Domain Three is entitled, Instruction, and consists of the following 
components: communicating clearly and accurately, using questioning and discussion 
techniques, engaging students in learning, providing feedback to students, 
demonstrating flexibility and responsiveness. Domain Four is entitled, Profession^ 
V 
Responsibilities, and consists of the components: reflecting on teaching, maintaining 
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accurate records, communicating with families, contributing to the school and district, 
growing and developing professionally, showing professionalism. 
Domain One - Planning and Preparation 
The components in Domain One define how the teacher designs instruction 
beginning with a deep understanding of content and pedagogy followed by an 
appreciation and knowledge of the students they teach and the gifts they bring to the 
educational table. However, knowledge of content is not enough. Effective teachers 
design instruction into sequences of activities and exercises to make content accessible 
to the students. All phases of the instructional design, learning activities, materials, and 
strategies should be appropriate with both the content and the students. Assessment 
techniques must also reflect the intended learning outcomes serving to document 
student progress. 
Teachers who excel in Domain one design instruction that reflects an 
understanding of content and important concepts and principles within 
that content. Their design is coherent in its approach to topics, includes 
sound assessment methods, and is appropriate to the range of students in 
the class, (p. 30) 
Domain Two - The Classroom Environment 
Domain Two consists of the “non-instructional” interactions and activities 
which occur in a classroom, but are necessary for effective instruction. Such activities 
establish a comfortable and respectful classroom environment, a safe place for risk¬ 
taking, and a cultivation of a learning community. Effective teachers in Domain Two 
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set high expectations with regards to achievement and are fully committed to then- 
students considering them 
...as real people, with interests, concerns, and intellectual potential. In 
return, the students regard them as concerned and caring adults and 
entrust the teachers with their futures. Such teachers never forget the 
proper role as adults, so they don’t try to be pals. These teachers are 
indisputably in charge, but their students regard them as a special sort of 
friend, a protector, a challenger, someone who will permit no harm. As 
such these teachers are remembered for years with appreciation, (p. 31) 
Domain Three - Instruction 
The Third Domain consists of the components which formulate the essence of 
teaching: the process of active teaching and student learning. With effective 
supervision comes the enhancement of student learning. Thus, Domain Three is the key 
ingredient of the four major areas. Those teachers who excel in instruction create an 
atmosphere emphasizing learning, thereby propelling students themselves to go beyond 
their potential. 
Students are engaged in meaningful work, which carries significance 
beyond the next text and which can provide skills and knowledge 
necessary for answering important questions or contributing to important 
projects. Such teachers don’t have to motivate their students because the 
ways in which teachers organize and present the content, the roles they 
encourage students to assume, and the student initiative they expect 
some to motivate students to excel! (p. 32) 
Domain Four - Professional Responsibilities 
Domain Four consists of those roles associated with being a true professional. 
They include teaching duties, but also those responsibilities which are assumed outside 
of the classroom, and observed more so by parents and the larger community rather 
than the students themselves. Professional responsibilities include self-reflection, 
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professional growth development, communicating with families, contributions made to 
the individual school and the district, as well as contributions to the profession as a 
whole. 
Teachers who excel in Domain Four are highly regarded by colleagues 
and parents. They can be depended on to serve students’ interests and 
the larger community, and they are active in their professional 
organizations, in the school, and in the district. They are known as 
educators who go beyond the technical requirement of their jobs and 
contribute to the general well-being of the institutions of which they are 
a part. (p. 33) 
A number of themes apply to the four domains as well as the individual 
components of the framework, and are connected in the entire instructional cycle. 
Effective teachers understand these connections. Effective teachers have a firm grasp 
on commonly connected themes such as: equity, cultural sensitivity, accommodating 
students with special needs, understanding developmental appropriateness, high 
expectations, and appropriate use of technology. Within each element of a component 
exist four levels of performance: unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, and distinguished. 
The levels range from teachers who are striving to master the basics of teaching to 
outstanding teaching professionals who are able to share their expertise. These levels 
are especially useful in the area of supervision and evaluation, including self- 
assessment and mentoring. The next section addresses the concepts of trust, 
collaboration, reflection, and empowerment. 
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Key Concepts Regarding Supervision: Trust. Collaboration. 
Reflection and Empowerment/Ownership 
When examining the topic of supervision much attention has been devoted to 
the common characteristics that comprise effective supervision. In turn, oftentimes 
these same characteristics are also qualities of a good supervisor. A synthesis of the 
research and scholarly writing pertaining to qualities of effective supervisors yield 
several commonalities, four of which will be carefully examined in this section 
including trust, collaboration, reflection and empowerment. 
Trust 
When discussing the topic of supervision, much attention has been devoted to 
the issue of trust. Generally speaking, trust may be defined as a belief, as confidence, 
or as a feeling of security. Many hold to the notion that trust is difficult to obtain and 
yet quite easy to lose with one act of mistrust. Several theorists and studies have 
stressed the need for a supervisor-teacher relationship consisting of positive qualities, 
such as open and honest communication, collaborative effort, and high levels of mutual 
trust (Brandt, 1996; Bureau, 1993; Costa & Garmston, 1994; Daresh & Playko, 1995; 
Grimmett et al., 1992; McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1986; Nolan, et al., 1993; Sergiovanni, 
1982; Young & Heichberger, 1975). McBride and Skau (1995) addressed the critical 
characteristics embedded in the teacher-supervisor relationship in a qualitative study 
within a Canadian Graduate School program in supervision. Findings indicated that 
trust was the first characteristic addressed on the supervisory platform. Such closely 
related factors as honesty, consistency, dependability, sincerity, and confidentiality help 
to promote the development of trust, which makes it possible for a community to work. 
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Results also indicated several barriers to achieving trust. Among them are a 
hierarchical and authoritative bureaucratic structure of the workplace and teachers’ 
negative feelings toward summative assessment leading to the assumption that 
supervision eventually leads to evaluation. 
Okeafer and Poole (1992) explored the perceptions of teachers regarding 
supervisory behaviors of school administrators. Although the study focused primarily 
on the issue of respect within the teacher/supervisor relationship, I believe that both 
trust and respect are interrelated and warrant further discussion. As stated previously, 
trust is viewed as a feeling of security or a belief. Generally speaking, respect can be 
defined as regard or esteem. Both terms are consistent in their implication of personal 
qualities and it is quite difficult to have one without the other and for this reason I have 
included this study. Findings indicated the existence of four patterns which described 
the relationship between administrators and teachers. The supervisors were labeled into 
four distinct patterns: backstage supervisors, surly supervisors, imperial supervisors, 
and collaborative supervisors. Backstage supervisors were perceived to be respectful, 
available, friendly, and helpful. Many problems were worked out backstage or 
informally. Surly supervisors were thought to be lacking in respect for teachers, 
especially when they were under stressful conditions. Some principals ignored patterns 
of serious concern and yet at the same time rectified other problems. Imperial 
supervisor characteristics consisted of being “business like”, without favorites, and in a 
hurry. Collaborative supervisors were characterized as having interactions “with all 
teachers in order to encourage, recognize accomplishments, keep abreast of what was 
going on, and discuss with teachers ways to improve the instructional process” (p. 6). 
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Results further indicated that teachers were in agreement regarding the importance of 
respect in the administrator-teacher relationship. Actions that demonstrated respect for 
teachers were: spending time together, listening, courteous and friendly behavior, 
encouragement, and providing support. The data also supported a positive correlation 
between administrators’ showing respect for teachers and having “high quality informal 
relationships with teachers” leading to considerable influence over the instructional 
process (p. 10). 
The concept of distrust as perceived by teachers regarding their administrators 
or supervisors is also worthy of discussion. Okeafor and Poole’s (1992) study found 
that those principals perceived as failing to show respect for teachers consequently had 
weak relationships with teachers and less influence regarding teachers’ instructional 
decisions. One of the findings from an earlier study conducted on teachers perceptions 
of supervision reported that 70% of those responding viewed the supervisor as 
untrustworthy and potentially dangerous (Young & Heichberger, 1975). Zepeda and 
Ponticell’s (1998) study conducted over 20 years later, viewed supervision at its worst 
as a weapon and a means of retribution for perceived distrust: 
In my post-observation conference I felt hacked and mutilated as the 
principal droned on about all the things I did wrong. By the end of the 
conference I had 23 items to address or I’d have to be replaced at the 
semester. Word was out in the faculty lounge . . . this guy was gunning 
for all the teachers who did not support him last year when the 
superintendent met with the staff, (p. 78) 
I learned early on that some principals value power more than life, and 
unfortunately I work for one now. She comes down hard on teachers 
who ‘embarrass’ her ... I made the mistake in November last year 
talking to another teacher about a possible shortcut in the principal’s 
lesson plan format that would help teachers to be clear about objectives 
and save time. She heard her name mentioned in passing, went ballistic 
in the hallway, summoned me to her office and pointed her finger in my 
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face while shouting, ‘This is still my school and too many people think 
they are in charge here. ’ She told me I could expect an evaluation visit 
every month and that I could ‘sure as hell count on the reports not being 
good.’ She was true to her word. (p. 78) 
Concluding the focus on the negative aspects of trust within the supervisor- 
teacher relationship, a close look at Blase’s (1990) study reveals some interesting 
findings. Of the 900 teachers who participated in the study, nearly 300 (without any 
direction from the survey) chose to describe specifically manipulative political 
strategies used by principals. Data indicates that the use of control and protective 
manipulative strategies by principals has an overall negative impact on teachers’ work 
in schools. In sharp contrast, a previous study conducted by Blase (1989) investigating 
teachers perceptions of “every day” politics in schools, indicated that to some extent 
individuals in all organizations use political strategies to influence others, protect 
themselves, and pursue work-related issues. Of the 770 teachers completing this study, 
404 identified their principals as open and effective providing positive effects on such 
factors as loyalty, extra work, and tactfulness thereby strengthening the teacher- 
supervisor relationship. 
I have included this sharp contrast to trust for the purpose of building a strong 
argument to indicate that the absence of a trusting relationship between supervisors and 
teachers can create havoc in schools, thereby negatively affecting the teaching and 
learning process and the students with whom we work. If trust is viewed by many as 




Another key concept of effective supervision is collaboration/collegiality. 
Generally speaking, collaboration/collegiality depicts a community of people working 
together in the form of a partnership with continued staff dialogue focusing on school 
improvement (Cook, 1996; Glickman, et al., 1998; Little, 1987; Senge, 1990; 
Sergiovanni, 1982). Scholars have studied the many benefits of collaboration within 
schools including student academic gains, increased confidence among school 
members, higher quality solutions to problems, more dialogue among teachers, more 
assistance to beginning teachers, and more positive results in student achievement, 
behavior and overall attitude (Little, 1982, 1987; Routman, 2002; Schmoker, 1996; 
Tesch, et al., 1987). The research is quite clear that collaboration leads to positive 
growth within schools. 
Several theorists have stressed the importance of collaboration within the 
supervisor-teacher relationship (Acheson & Gall, 1987; Brandt, 1996; Bureau, 1993; 
Clark, 1998; Costa & Garmston, 1994; Garman, 1982; Glickman, et al., 1998; Healy, 
1997; McGreal, 1983; Nolan, et al., 1993; Sergiovanni, 1982; Tesch, et al., 1987). In 
addition to a positive supervisor-teacher relationship, the commonalties they believe 
necessary for an effective school environment include a collaborative effort, open and 
honest communication, shared goals and a shared commitment to the teacher’s 
professional growth, and trust. A collaborative effort and a shared commitment to 
professional growth allow teachers and supervisors to work together as partners 
throughout the supervision process. Furthermore, open and honest communication and 
trust, as previously stated in this chapter, are critical in allowing the supervisor-teacher 
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relationship to flourish, which is necessary for teacher growth and development. In this 
state of collaboration, supervision becomes a dynamic activity in which the supervisor 
becomes a partner in the process of teaching and learning. It is when this partnership 
exists between the supervisor and supervisee the door is wide open for true growth and 
development both individually and as a school staff thereby improving instruction for 
students. The next section examines the concept of reflection, another key component 
in effective supervision. 
Reflection 
Another important concept of a quality supervision program is reflection. 
McBride and Skau (1995) state that if trust is deemed the foundation of supervision and 
empowerment its aim, then the work of supervision is to improve classroom instruction 
and student learning through teacher reflection. Generally speaking, reflection is 
careful consideration regarding assumptions, beliefs, theories and practices about 
teaching and learning leading teachers and administrators to greater self awareness, and 
to a broader understanding of the problems that confront practitioners (Sparks-Langer 
& Colton, 1991). 
A synthesis of the research and scholarly writing pertaining to reflection yields 
several common characteristics. First, teachers need time in order to develop reflective 
skills (Canning, 1991; McBride & Skau, 1995; Wildman & Niles, 1987). Without the 
necessary time, teachers will continue pursuing the fast-paced world of education 
absent of reflective thinking. Second, a key to reflection is the relationship existing 
between the supervisor and the teacher (McBride & Skau, 1995; Wildman & Niles, 
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1987). Reflection has a much better opportunity to be productive when a positive and 
supportive relationship exists between the teacher and supervisor. Third, as teachers 
reflect they must feel that there is a safe environment for disclosing one’s beliefs 
(McBride & Skau, 1995; Wildman & Niles, 1987). Fourth, reflection within schools 
requires collegial support (Canning, 1991; Wildman & Niles, 1987). This sense of 
security must not be overlooked. 
With time, collegial support, and a safe environment present, there are several 
activities which will promote positive growth. Through cognitive and critical 
reflection, growth occurs as a result of post teaching reflection journals, micro teaching, 
self-analysis via video/audio technology, action research, coaching, selected analysis of 
aspects of instruction, assessment and discussion of student learning (Canning, 1991; 
Sparks-Langer & Colton, 1991). 
In sharp contrast, Nolan’s (1989) work focused on eight barriers or beliefs 
which could prevent reflective supervision from having a significant impact on the 
teaching and learning process. The first belief is that meaningful change can occur 
quickly. “Asking teachers to replace tried and true practices with risk taking and 
experimentation and to expose their experimentation to the scrutiny of another 
professional can be an overwhelming request” (p. 37). Since teachers have historically 
kept their classroom doors closed and off limits to their colleagues, fostering a 
reflective spirit within a school community will take a great deal of time, energy, 
camaraderie, and professionalism. Simply stated, the rapid approach to fostering a 
reflective climate within a school could have drastic results leading to isolation. The 
second belief is that the only goal of coaching and supervision is to change teaching 
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behavior. While coaching will be discussed in more detail later in the paper, it is 
important to note that positively impacting a teacher in regards to instructional 
improvement is a direct goal of the supervision process. However, changing a teacher’s 
behavior is not the only goal of an effective supervision process. Effective supervision 
not only impacts instruction but allows teachers to become more reflective about their 
own teaching which in turn assists teachers in making additional improvements 
regarding instruction. The third belief of the coaching relationship is that the 
supervisor is the teacher and the teacher is the learner. Effective supervision 
incorporates the “we” and the “us” and is designed to be a true partnership of equals. 
Within this partnership is the basic assumption that each partner brings to the table 
various skills which have a positive impact on instructional improvement. The fourth 
belief is that one can find answers to the problems inherent in the teaching-learning 
process outside the actual teaching-learning situation. Action research is alive and well 
and making a positive impact on our schools. The only way to find solutions to the 
many problems in education today is to focus on real life school issues in the actual 
school context. Researchers need to continue conducting studies which focus on real 
life students, teachers, and parents. The fifth belief is that the same person can carry 
out the role of both teacher evaluator and reflective supervisor. As pointed out earlier 
in the chapter, there are distinct differences between formative supervision and 
summative evaluation. Effective supervision is conducted in a non-threatening 
environment free from end-of-the-year judgment and evaluation. Nolan posits that if 
the two are linked in any way, then teachers will be hesitant to reflect on teaching 
experiences and do what has been deemed “safe” to survive the judgment. The sixth 
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belief is that “doing” reflective supervision means following a prescribed set of steps. 
Reflection incorporates no concrete cookbook with recipes or steps to follow in order to 
achieve success. Any notion of following a prescribed plan only hinders a teacher’s 
creativity thereby stifling reflective practice. The seventh barrier states that reflective 
supervision is best accomplished through a one-to-one relationship. Reflective practice 
goes hand-in-hand with collaboration/collegiality amongst colleagues. Without 
hesitation, the supervisor and teacher engage in reflective inquiry with each other, in 
addition to teachers sharing common concerns, interests, questions, and problems 
regarding teaching and learning experiences. Lastly, the eighth barrier is using the term 
supervision to refer to the reflective coaching process. Reflection is an important piece 
in the puzzle of effective supervision. It is both collaborative and introspective in 
nature, yet is distinctly its own. 
In summary, there are many cautions which come to mind when discussing 
barriers which prevent reflective supervision from having a significant impact on the 
teaching and learning process. Patience needs to be exercised, allowing reflective 
supervision to gradually take root within a school. Forcing the school community to 
foster a reflective spirit will most likely lead to isolation. Moreover, the refusal to 
allow teachers and supervisors time to develop a reflective spirit will also most likely 
lead to isolation. Nolan’s fifth barrier frowns upon the same person carrying out the 
role of evaluator and reflective supervisor. While many believe that in the ideal world 
it would be beneficial to have two separate people carrying out the task of supervision 
and evaluation, one may contend that in reality this would be quite a difficult task to 
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accomplish. The next section examines the concept of empowerment, another key 
component in effective supervision. 
Empowerment 
The link between effective supervision and empowerment warrants much 
discussion. Generally speaking empowerment is equivalent to ownership. Ownership 
does not mean an autocracy or a hostile take over but rather being a vital part of an 
organization or team having the power to work with others, not over others. McBride 
& Skau (1995) asserted in their supervisory platform that with “trust in place, a 
supervisor can create the conditions by which others (teachers) are empowered, that is, 
by which they gain and exercise personal power” (p. 267). Highly successful author 
Steven Covey’s (1990) description of empowered organizations has a direct relation 
with supervision in our schools. He states, “an empowered organization is one in 
which individuals have the knowledge, skills, desire and opportunity to personally 
succeed in a way that leads to organizational success” (p. 212). Rosenholtz (1991) 
suggests that the school workplace can change significantly when teachers are 
empowered to collaborate in order to solve school problems. The addition of 
empowerment to trust and collaboration, two previously discussed concepts in the 
supervisory process, allows teachers to grow both individually and collectively as a 
team. Moreover, this author contends that when individuals perceive a sense of 
ownership within an organization, they are less likely to sabotage and more likely to 
work to promote growth. It is in this framework of growth where effective supervision 
and empowerment are linked. As individuals and groups gain additional ownership 
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through empowerment, they are more likely to grow professionally, resulting in 
improvements of their individual and collective teaching performance which relates 
directly to quality supervision. 
A closer examination of what the research has to say regarding empowerment 
yields several commonalties. First, one of the most significant reforms for empowering 
educators is site-based management (Cross & Reitzug, 1996; David, 1996). In its 
simplest state, site-based management is synonymous with ownership on the part of all 
involved with schools: administrators, teachers, parents, students, and the community. 
Specifically, it is comprised of both internal and external elements, creating a sense of 
ownership not only with teachers but with the entire school community. The internal 
elements consist of a well thought out committee structure, enabling leadership, focus 
on student learning, focus on adult learning, and school wide perspective. In a well- 
structured system there is a clear match between the types of decisions to be made and 
the best people to resolve those issues. Effective councils are usually led by strong 
principals who encourage all parties to participate. Strong councils link all issues to 
teaching and learning, never losing sight of the ultimate goal: positive effect on 
students. Training for council members as well as educators and parents is a must. 
Effective councils do not get caught up in their own individual agendas. Rather, they 
focus their energies on accomplishing the collective interests of the school wide goals. 
Among the external elements are most notably the following, long term 
commitment, curricular guidance, opportunities for learning and assistance, and access 
to information. Sustained commitment is time consuming and hard work. Schools 
need guidance in the form of standards and school districts need to provide the 
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necessary resources in order to promote growth as well as change with regards to 
classroom practices and the ability to function effectively as a council. Schools must 
also have access to the information needed in order to make decisions. 
Second, parents need to be actively involved in the school community (Cross & 
Reitzug, 1996; David, 1996). Parent involvement should be real and school staff 
should value parents as participants. Third, leadership within the schools involves far 
more than the superintendent or principal (Cross & Reitzug, 1996; David, 1996; 
Lambert, 1998; Parks & Barrett, 1994). All participants, not just the principal, are 
responsible for carrying out the school’s mission. Principals need to rethink their new 
role in terms of being viewed as leaders of leaders and empower individuals to become 
more actively involved in their schools in ways that lead toward a shared sense of 
purpose in the school community. 
Shen’s (1998) research focused on the analysis of data collected by the U.S. 
Department of Education National Center for Education statistics. Every three years 
the center polls a nationally representative sample of 9,000 principals and 50,000 
teachers regarding their influence on selected school wide issues on a scale that ranges 
from no influence at all to a great deal of influence. Her analysis of the data focused on 
the years 1987-88, 1990-91, and 1993-94 and suggested that principals and teachers 
differ in their perceptions of teacher empowerment: 
Despite today’s rhetoric of teacher empowerment and decentralization, 
empowerment thus far appears to have gone to principals. Teachers 
perceive their own leadership not to have increased, and to be primarily 
confined to the classroom. Yet principals perceive that teachers’ 
leadership has increased steadily over the years. Principals appear to 
have the impression that the rhetoric has been translated into practice, (p. 
36). 
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With regard to principals and teachers perceptions of teachers’ leadership, 
findings from the most recent poll (1993-94) indicated that 35% of the teachers said 
they had a great deal of influence in the area of curriculum and setting discipline policy 
whereas 62% of the principals said that teachers had a great deal of influence in those 
two areas. With regards to school budget, 41% of the principals said that teachers had 
great influence in determining how the school budget should be spent but only 10% of 
teachers stated the same. In addition, 24% of the principals stated that teachers had a 
great deal of influence on their own evaluations, whereas only 3% of the teachers 
believed they had a great deal of influence on their evaluations. Perhaps the most 
staggering of all findings were the perceptions of teachers’ leadership over time: 
“While teachers’ perceptions of their own leadership remained stagnant, principals felt 
that teachers’ leadership increased tremendously” (p. 36). 
If one contends that perception is the reality for the individual or group, then 
Shen’s research serves as a caution to not only supervisors but teachers alike. It 
appears that principals need to get beyond their own beliefs or assumptions and focus 
on the reality of the beliefs or assumptions of teachers. Unless teachers continue to 
communicate their often times reality of disempowerment, then the supervisory process 
will suffer dearly thereby affecting the teaching and learning process: “To make the 
teachers’ and principals’ perceptions congruent is a daunting task facing us in this new 
era of school leadership” (Shen, 1998, p. 36). 
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Summary 
The concepts reviewed in this section reveal that teachers and administrators 
need to begin a dialogue about all aspects of supervision. The previous research 
indicates that teachers and administrators have inconsistent perceptions about teacher 
empowerment. If these perceptions are misaligned, then it is possible that teachers and 
supervisors differ on the degree to which they experience trust, collaboration, and 
reflection in the supervisory relationship as well. If trust, collaboration, reflection, and 
empowerment/ownership are critical foundational elements of effective supervision, 
then teachers and supervisors should candidly discuss how these elements enhance or 
undermine the existing supervisory model. 
As teachers and administrators reflect on current practice, consideration of the 
characteristics of effective supervision is crucial. The foundation of a meaningful 
teacher-supervisor relationship is trust. A trusting relationship provides the framework 
for authentic collegiality, which promotes a collaborative effort for instructional 
improvement. In order for instructional improvement to occur as an outcome of 
supervision, the supervisory process must be reflective and empowering. Both the 
teacher and supervisor must have adequate time to reflect on their practices and the 
ways in which their respective leadership roles enhance instruction. 
Supervisory Models 
The goal of this section of the literature review is to discuss the most commonly 
cited supervisory models: clinical supervision, developmental supervision. 
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differentiated supervision, peer coaching, and mentoring. (See Appendix A for a 
summary of the models) 
Clinical Supervision Model 
Goldhammer (1969) and Cogan (1973) are often viewed as the early pioneers of 
the clinical supervision model. Although over the last three decades clinical 
supervision has undergone several facelifts, it continues to have widespread use 
throughout our nation’s schools. Cogan’s (1973) initial clinical supervision model was 
quite extensive including several steps or phases. 
Recently, theorists have developed their own version of the clinical supervision 
model by reducing the number of steps. Most contend that there are four major 
components to the cycle including the pre-observation conference, classroom 
observation, analyzing phase, and the post observation conference (Acheson & Gall, 
1987; Clark, 1998; Daresh & Playko, 1995; Glatthom, 1984, 1997; Glickman, et al., 
1998; Goldhammer, Anderson & Krajewski, 1980, 1993; Gorgon, 1992; Healy, 1997; 
Sergiovanni, 1982; Smith & Andrews, 1989). 
The pre-observation conference is a time for both the supervisor and teacher to 
talk collaboratively about the upcoming observation. Specific attention is devoted to 
the reason and purpose for the observation, the focus of the observation, the method 
and form of observation to be used, a contract which clearly delineates the time, length 
and place of the observation and post-observation, where the supervisor will sit and 
whether or not he/she will interact with students, the type of feedback the teacher 
requests, the practices to be observed, and the assessment procedures to be followed 
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(Daresh & Playko, 1995; Glatthom, 1984, 1997; Glickman, et al., 1998; Goldhammer, 
et al., 1993). 
The classroom observation is the time to follow through with the agreed upon 
contract during the pre-observation conference. This includes some form of data 
collection which will provide both the teacher and the supervisor the opportunity to 
analyze what took place during the observation. It is important to reiterate the 
connection of effective teaching to quality supervision. Supervisors must know what 
constitutes effective instruction prior to entering the classroom observation phase 
otherwise the observation and the various instruments used as well as the analysis of 
the observation will be meaningless to the teacher and not promote individual growth. 
The aim of the observation is to make an objective record of events or behaviors as they 
occur (Levin & Long, 1981). Glatthom (1984, 1997) contends that there are two types 
of observations, unfocused and focused. An unfocused observation is an attempt by the 
supervisor “to observe and note all relevant behavior” (p. 18). Upon completion of one 
or more unfocused observations, the supervisor and teacher will most likely agree that a 
focused observation is in order. A focused observation is an attempt by the supervisor 
to observe and rate only one type of behavior. The benefit of the focused observation is 
that it can yield very specific data which will enable the teacher and supervisor to 
identify notable strengths and recommendations. Theorists have identified several 
observation instruments which provide useful data collection of verbal interactions such 
as teacher questions, student answers, teacher praise and student questions (Glickman, 
et al., 1998). They include selective verbatim, which allows the observer to make a 
written record of exactly what is said in the classroom; verbal flow, in which the 
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observer notes who is talking to whom; on task, in which the observer systematically 
records the behavior of each student at specified intervals during the observation; class 
traffic, which generally refers to the teachers’ movement throughout the classroom, but 
on some occasions may refer to the student movement within the classroom; interaction 
analysis, which identifies categories of specific verbal behavior such as praise, 
directions, and criticisms; global scan/wide lens, which includes observation techniques 
such as anecdotal notes, audiotapes and video tapes (Arcangelo, 1988; Daresh & 
Playko, 1995; Glickman, et al., 1998). 
In the third component, the supervisor now carefully analyzes the observational 
data trying to make sense of the information. Daresh & Playko (1995) call this the 
analysis and strategy phase. During this phase, the supervisor might ask him/herself 
questions pertaining to the observation: Did learning take place for the majority of the 
students in the classroom? What factors might have affected the learning for the 
students? If the supervisor needs to address an issue with the teacher, he/she may ask 
the following questions: Is it an important issue? Is it treatable? In addition, the 
supervisor must also be cautious regarding the number of recommendations given to 
the teacher. A barrage of recommendations to a teacher might have adverse effects for 
future growth and development. Glatthom (1984, 1997) contends that the two central 
questions a supervisor needs to answer in this analysis are: “To what extent was 
learning taking place in the classroom and in what ways was the teacher’s behavior 
facilitating or impeding that learning?” (p. 28). The primary focus should be on 
learning and the ways in which the teacher facilitated or impeded that learning. 
Regardless of the type of notes taken or form used during the observation, the 
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supervisor needs to construct a simple chart that lists all the teacher-behavior that 
appeared to be having a positive effect on learning and all those behaviors having a 
negative or impeding effect on learning. All of these points need to be carefully 
considered during this phase as the supervisor prepares for the final step of the post- 
observation conference. 
Shortly after the observation, preferably the day of, the post observation 
conference or feedback conference (Glatthom, 1997) is held between the supervisor 
and teacher for the purpose of discussing, analyzing, and interpreting the data thereby 
identifying strengths and areas of improvement, culminating with a plan for 
instructional improvement. First and foremost, the teacher is allowed to reflect upon 
the observation, sharing his/her thoughts, feelings, concerns, and reactions, without 
supervisor dominance. Dungan’s (1993) study indicated that the most successful post¬ 
observation conferences were characterized by teacher-controlled dominance strategies. 
It is important that the teacher’s perceptions of the supervisor are not of a dominant top- 
down expert who will inform the teacher of his/her shortcomings. Waite (1992) 
contends that the supervisor’s controlling behaviors make collegial supervisor-teacher 
relationship’s highly problematic. Together, the supervisor and teacher must analyze 
the data searching for meaning, thereby making decisions about a future plan for further 
improvement. Daresh and Playko (1995) go one step further by creating a fifth stage 
called the post conference analysis, which is actually part of the post-observation 
conference. In addition to analyzing and interpreting the data, both the teacher and 
supervisor collectively assess the clinical supervision process for value in the teacher’s 
overall development. 
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Research Studies on Clinical Supervision. Eight studies cited below focused 
specifically on the clinical supervision model. A synthesis of these studies yields 
several important findings. First, clinical supervision is generally viewed upon 
favorably by educators (Cline & Holifield, 1997; Jones, 1992; Kampf, 1997; Lehrman- 
Waterman, 2000; Osborn, 1997; Roettger, 1990; Terrell, 1992; Wagner, 2001). It 
appears that many teachers and supervisors are in favor of the clinical supervision 
model. Second, the research suggests that the clinical supervision model leads to 
instructional improvement in K-12 schools and is highly regarded in higher education 
(Cline & Holifield, 1997; Jones, 1992; Osborn, 1997; Roettger, 1990; Terrell, 1992). A 
University of Kansas study conducted by Osborn (1997) sought to address whether 
improvement of instruction could be demonstrated by applying clinical supervision. 
The quasi-experimental design included nine college instructors at the community 
college level. Measurements of four scales including developing performance 
objectives, using instructional equipment, providing a positive learning environment, 
and presenting instruction were conducted to determine the effect of the clinical 
supervision model over the length of the study. Results indicated that the application of 
clinical supervision lead to improvement of instructional delivery. Jones’ (1992) 
Oklahoma State University study sought to determine whether clinical supervision had 
an impact on teacher behavior in four rural Oklahoma School districts. After gathering 
data from students, teachers, and principals regarding both clinical supervision and 
more traditional techniques, results indicated that instructional behavior was impacted 
significantly for teachers who were supervised in the clinical supervision process. 
38 
Third, the feedback component in the clinical supervision process is important 
for individual growth and job satisfaction (Kampf, 1997; Lehrman-Waterman, 2000). 
A Lehigh University study conducted by Lehrman-Waterman (2000) sought to 
determine the extent of evaluation practices within the clinical supervision model. 
Results indicated that when feedback is timely, balanced between positive and negative 
statements, and based upon direct observation, supervisory outcomes are enhanced. 
Cline and Holifield (1997) not only sought the perceptions of teachers regarding 
clinical supervision but of supervisors (namely principals) as well. The purpose of the 
study was to investigate 5 specific questions regarding the clinical supervision model. 
1) To what extent are the practices inherent in the clinical supervision model being used 
in U.S. Secondary Schools? 2) Do teachers and principals find the practices valuable? 
3) To what extent do the benefits or outcomes claimed by the advocates of clinical 
supervision actually occur? 4) Do principals’ and teachers’ perceptions differ regarding 
the extent to which these practices and outcomes are employed and valued? and 5) 
Who has the primary role in administering the clinical supervision model in secondary 
schools? 
The study involved random samples from 300 secondary schools in 19 states - 
900 teachers and 300 principals/supervisors were surveyed. The survey instrument 
consisted of 30 items about clinical supervision to be assessed on a 4 point Likert side 
evaluating frequency and desirability of occurrence. There were 266 usable responses 
for a return rate of approximately 23% (171 teachers and 95 principals/supervisors 
responded representing enrollments varying from 120-103,000 students). 
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Findings indicated that clinical supervision was commonly used and highly 
valued as a model. Results also indicated that the respondents valued collaboration in 
setting time for observations and in analyzing data in a post observation conference. A 
statistically significant difference between teachers and principals did exist regarding 
the actual accomplishment of the intended outcomes. Principals/supervisors perceived 
that the outcomes were accomplished to a greater extent than did teachers. Lastly, in 
over 90% of the secondary schools represented in the survey, the principal was 
responsible for both instructional supervision and summative evaluation. As indicated 
earlier in this chapter, perhaps the most important finding of this study is that both 
teachers and principals agreed that the clinical supervision model has considerable 
value in improving instruction. 
Critique of the Clinical Supervision Model. In critiquing the clinical 
supervision model, there appears to be much debate over who should and should not 
receive clinical supervision. Glatthom (1984, 1997) suggests that novice teachers, 
experienced teachers just beginning to teach at a new school, experienced teachers who 
are encountering serious problems, and competent experienced teachers who believe 
they will profit from intensive supervision, should receive clinical supervision. One 
major critique of the model is that too many school districts force clinical supervision 
on teachers who do not need or want it leading to ineffective supervision. Another 
common critique of the clinical model is the lack of time. The process is a lengthy one 
taking up precious time for both overworked supervisors and teachers. Daresh & 
Playko (1995) estimate it takes approximately two to five hours to carry out the entire 
cycle. Coupled with time is the heavy load that supervisors are asked to bear. Often 
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times, supervisors are asked to work with too many teachers and are unable to perform 
their supervisory functions adequately because of other administrative duties. The 
numbers need to be reduced so that all may benefit from the process. If supervisory 
loads are reduced, however, then the cost will increase in order to hire additional 
supervisors which indirectly may be a critique of the model. Daresh & Playko (1995) 
point out another critique of the process, personal limitations on the part of the teacher 
as well as supervisor. Some teachers simply do not make the necessary commitment 
required of clinical supervision or may not possess the conceptual level for reflecting 
on their teaching. Moreover, some supervisors may lack the necessary motivation, 
creative skills, and interpersonal skills to use the clinical model. 
Developmental Supervision Model 
Glickman and Gordon’s (1987) theory of developmental supervision has 
generated a great deal of discussion, usage, reflection and research over the years. The 
belief is that the ultimate aim of the supervisor should be reflective in nature which will 
lead to more autonomy on the part of the teacher working within a non-directive 
environment. (Glickman, et al., 1998). The fact that many teachers are operating at 
various developmental levels means that supervisors need to use a developmental 
approach ranging from directive to non-directive. 
Glickman and Gordon (1987) contend that developmental supervision is 
grounded on three general propositions. First, that teachers operate at different levels 
of development because of their varied experiences, backgrounds, and training. 
Teachers not only vary in the way they view themselves, their students, and the way 
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they relate to others, they differ in their ability to analyze instructional problems, use a 
variety of problem-solving strategies, and match appropriate strategies to specific 
situations. There may also be variations within the same teacher depending upon the 
instructional topic or time of life and work events. Second, teachers need to be 
supervised in different ways because of their varying levels of thought, ability, and 
effectiveness. Those teachers who are at lower developmental levels need more 
structure and directed supervision. Conversely, those teachers who are at higher 
developmental levels need less structure and a much more active role in decision 
making. The third proposition is based on a long-range goal that effective supervision 
should increase teachers’ and entire staff s ability to think more critically. Those 
teachers who are more reflective and self-directed will be better able to solve their own 
instructional problems as well as meet their own students’ needs. In turn, their students 
will be better able to think more critically. 
Glickman and Gordon (1987) also contend that three phases of developmental 
supervision are diagnostic, tactical, and strategic. In phase one, the supervisor’s first 
task is to diagnose the teacher’s or group’s developmental levels. Those teachers 
exhibiting low levels of abstraction have difficulty identifying instructional problems 
and generating alternative solutions, and consequently tend to seek advice from experts 
on how to complete a complex task. Those teachers exhibiting moderate abstraction 
are usually able to define instructional problems centered on a single dimension and 
might be able to generate possible solutions. These teachers strive for independence 
but need some assistance in implementing an improvement plan as well as thinking 
through consequences and selecting and prioritizing solutions. Teachers who exhibit 
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high abstraction are able to identify problems, visualize strategies, anticipate 
consequences of actions, and problem solve. Supervisors make this diagnosis by 
talking with and observing teachers in action. Phase two is the tactical phase which 
involves matching a supervisor’s approach to the level of teacher abstraction, be it low, 
moderate, or high. Depending on the teacher’s level of abstraction, the supervisor will 
select either a directive, collaborative, or non-directive approach. Phase three, the 
strategic phase, is aimed at raising the individual teacher’s level of abstraction thereby 
helping him/her think more critically and become a better problem solver. By exposing 
teachers to new ideas about teaching, learning, and problem solving techniques, as well 
as gradually lessening teachers’ own dependencies on the supervisor during decision¬ 
making conferences, teachers will begin to develop higher levels of abstraction 
(Glickman & Gordon, 1987). 
Several years later, Glickman et al. (1998) re-examined the three phases of 
developmental supervision with an emphasis on the interpersonal skill approach of the 
supervisor. An effective supervisor incorporates a range of interpersonal behaviors 
when working with individual teachers or groups of teachers. Broad categories of 
supervisory behaviors have been derived after several years of specific data collection 
of supervisors’ observations in meetings with individuals or groups. Among the many 
interpersonal behaviors are listening, clarifying, encouraging, reflecting, presenting, 
problem solving, negotiating, directing, standardizing, and reinforcing (Glickman et al., 
1998). 
The latest research by Glickman et al. (1998) identifies four supervisory 
behaviors in the developmental supervision model. These include directive control 
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behaviors, directive informational behaviors, collaborative behaviors, and non-directive 
behaviors. 
Directive Control Behaviors. Directive control supervision is hierarchical in 
nature and directs a teacher in what will or will not be done. The supervisor 
standardizes the time and criteria of expected results, reinforces the consequences of 
actions or inactions, and takes total responsibility for determining the action plan for a 
teacher to follow. Directive control behaviors are used when teachers are functioning 
at very low developmental levels, and when teachers possess little expertise, 
involvement, or interest with respect to an instructional problem and time is short. In 
these circumstances, directive control is not an adversarial or capricious set of 
behaviors, but an honest approval with teachers to an emergency, (p. 152) 
Directive Informational Behaviors. Directive informational supervision 
involves a supervisor directing a teacher in choosing alternatives. Once chosen by the 
teacher, the supervisor standardizes the time and criteria of expected results 
The supervisor is the major source of information, goal articulation and 
suggested practices. However, the supervisor is careful to solicit teacher 
impact as he or she revises and refines the choices: ultimately, the 
teacher is asked to make a judgment as to which practices or 
combinations are feasible and realistic, (p. 162) 
Directive informational behaviors are used when teachers are functioning at fairly low 
developmental levels and when the expertise and credibility of the supervisor far 
outweighs the teacher’s own ability and experience. 
Collaborative Behaviors. Collaborative supervision involves a supervisor using 
non directive behaviors to understand a teacher’s point of view. It is based on the 
premise that both teacher and supervisor will mutually participate as equals in making 
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instructional decisions. Both parties participate in shared discussion by presenting their 
ideas, presenting possible solutions to problems, and then negotiating a common 
course of action deemed satisfactory to both the teacher and supervisor. Collaborative 
behaviors are used when teachers are functioning at moderate to high developmental 
levels. 
Collaboration is appropriate when teachers and supervisors have similar 
levels of expertise, involvement, and concern with a problem . . . unless 
teachers have the attitude that they are equal, collaborative behaviors can 
be used to undermine true equality (p. 175) 
Non-Directive Behaviors. Non-directive supervision involves a supervisor 
playing the role of an active listener or sounding board for the teacher to make his or 
her own decisions in which the teacher exerts high control and the supervisor low 
control free of judgment. The supervisory behaviors in this approach consist of 
listening, reflecting, clarifying, problem solving, and encouraging. “When individuals 
and groups of teachers are functioning at high developmental levels and possess greater 
expertise, commitment, and responsibility for a particular decision than the supervisor 
does, then a non directive approach is appropriate” (p. 189). Regardless of the specific 
stage of development a teacher is functioning at the time, both teachers and supervisors 
need to constantly strive toward the collaborative platform which ultimately will open 
up our schools and classrooms in a teamed approach, leading to greater instructional 
improvement and student outcomes. 
Research on Developmental Supervision. In my review of the literature, there 
were few recent research studies conducted specifically on the developmental 
supervision model. The overwhelming majority focused more on differentiated 
supervision, which will be discussed in detail next chapter. One research study 
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highlighted developmental supervision. Wagner’s (1999) study involved Illinois K-5 
public school teachers for the purpose of comparing and contrasting their preferred 
models of teacher supervision with their level of self-efficacy. A questionnaire sought 
the teachers’ years of experience, tenured status, preferred model of teacher evaluation 
and their level of self-efficacy. Results indicated that teachers value the developmental 
supervision model. More specifically, findings suggested that teachers had a strong 
preference for the non-directive model of supervision, followed by the collaborative 
model. Furthermore, teachers showed little preference for the directive approach. 
Critique of the Developmental Supervision Model. Glatthom (1990) contends 
that there are several weaknesses with the developmental “diagnose and prescribe” 
approaches. The first is the simplistic approach to human development which reduces 
complex human behavior to one or two dimensions. The second is with the unrealistic 
demands these approaches make upon supervisors. “They assume that busy supervisors 
and administrators can make complex assessments of human development and then 
offer supervisory and staff development services characterized by rather subtle 
distinctions” (p. 144-145). The third weakness is that diagnose and prescribe 
approaches appear to be based on a belief that supervisors can make valid judgments 
about a teacher’s phase or stage of development. 
Glatthom (1990) concludes his argument by stating what is needed in lieu of 
such simple “diagnose and prescribe” approaches. Such a system would recognize 
human complexity and the fact that teachers at any given time are affected by many 
different factors such as their phase of life, stages of ego, moral and conceptual 
development, their learning styles, and their motivation level. Any attempt to diagnose 
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and prescribe teachers on the basis of one or two of these factors is too simplistic. The 
system would respect teacher autonomy so as to allow teachers the right to make then- 
own choices learning from their own mistakes. Teachers do not need supervisors who 
offer prescriptions for them on the basis of a checklist. In addition, the system would 
emphasize openness and trust: “The supervisory relationship at its best must be one of 
openness and mutual trust” (p. 145). There should never be any covert process of 
assessing or prescribing checklists. Teachers work for educational organizations and 
therefore supervisors should balance teachers’ needs with the needs of the organization. 
Finally the system would be a workable system: “Supervisors and principals are very 
busy leaders who need a supervisor and staff development program that do not require 
them to make complex assessments or subtle distinctions” (p. 146). One example to 
illustrate this point involves a supervisor using a directive approach with a veteran 
master teacher. This approach would not only stifle an experienced professional but 
might cause irreparable damage to the supervisor-teacher relationship. Another 
example from the opposite end of the continuum consists of a supervisor using a non¬ 
directive approach with a teacher drastically in need of a directive intensive supervisory 
style. Rather than micro-manage a teacher similarly to the first example, this 
supervisor is throwing the teacher to the wolves without the necessary support and 
experience level which usually leads to problems. 
Another caution to developmental supervision similar to the clinical supervision 
model is the lack of time. Conducted properly, this process is a lengthy one involving 
constant meetings as well as time for reflection. A final critique of the model is the 
lack of evidence supporting developmental supervision with respect to improved 
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teaching and student learning. Closely linked to the developmental model is the 
differentiated supervision model which will be discussed in the next section. 
Differentiated Supervision Model 
The differentiated supervision model was pioneered by Alan Glatthom (1984) 
because he believed that teachers should have some choice about the type of 
supervision they receive. By definition, differentiated supervision is “an approach to 
supervision that provides teachers with options about the kinds of supervisory and 
evaluative services they receive” (Glatthom, 1997, p. 3). 
Glatthom’s (1984) earliest publication on differentiated supervision gives three 
major reasons why this approach is effective. First, standard supervision and 
supervisory practice is often both inadequate and ineffective. An example is the Young 
and Heichberger (1975) study in which 70 percent of the teachers surveyed indicated 
that they believe supervisors are often perceived as potentially dangerous. Second, 
clinical supervision is not necessary for all teachers. To begin, clinical supervision is 
very time consuming and impractical to use with all teachers. If the supervisor 
followed the time guidelines established by early pioneers such as Goldhammer (1969) 
and Cogan (1973), he/she may only be able to effectively supervise approximately 10 
teachers per year which relatively few districts could ever afford. Moreover, even if it 
were financially feasible to afford clinical supervision for all teachers, it would simply 
be unnecessary since not all teachers are in need of clinical supervision. The third 
reason in favor of a differentiated supervision approach is similar to the developmental 
model in that teachers have different growth needs and learning styles and are often at 
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different ends of the continuum. Interestingly, however, Glatthom refutes Glickman’s 
proposal for individualizing supervision for teachers on the basis that teachers should 
not be categorized into adult labels and that it is almost unrealistic to think that 
supervisors can find the time and energy to individually meet teachers’ supervisory 
needs. Bergsgaard’s (1989) study of fourteen mid-career teachers in a Winnipeg 
secondary school found that of the four models of supervision, differentiated 
supervision was perceived by the vast majority of teachers as being the best approach 
for inspiring performance in mid-career teachers. The next section examines the model 
in detail. 
The differentiated model as proposed by Glatthom (1984, 1990, 1991, 1997) in 
his earlier and later publications warrants further explanation. In lieu of developmental 
supervision which categorizes teachers and responds to them individually occupying 
critical supervisor time, the differentiated system allows teachers a choice of four types 
of supervision: clinical supervision (scientific, accountable, artistic, learning-centered), 
cooperative professional development, self-directed development, and administrative 
monitoring. 
Clinical Supervision. The first part of the differentiated supervision model is 
clinical supervision. I have discussed Cogan (1973) and Goldhammer’s (1969) model 
earlier in the chapter as well as Glatthom’s (1984,1991) input to the model. 
Cooperative Professional Development. The next part of the differentiated model is 
cooperative professional development 
a moderately formalized process by which two or more teachers agree to 
work together for their own professional growth, usually by observing 
each other’s classes, giving each other feedback about the observation, 
and discussing shared professional concerns. (Glatthom, 1997, p. 40) 
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The literature also refers to it as peer supervision, collegial supervision, or the popular 
Joyce and Showers (1996) model of peer coaching which will be discussed in detail 
later in the paper. Cooperative professional development may take many forms but 
most programs have the following features. Teachers agree to observe each other’s 
classes at least twice and to hold conferences after each visit establishing a formalized 
relationship. The relationship is among peers only. An administrator or teacher may 
organize or monitor the program but all observations and discussions involve only 
teachers. The relationship is non-evaluative and none of the observation data is shared 
with administration or made part of the evaluative process. 
Glatthom notes the distinct forms that peer supervision or cooperative 
professional development may take. One is with peers serving as informal observers 
and consultants. The observation may be focused or unfocused depending on the 
wishes of the teacher. The teachers confer with the observer giving informal feedback 
and consulting together about any concerns. A second form is with peers serving as 
clinical supervisors. Classroom teachers may be used as instructors, teaching their 
colleagues the basic clinical supervision model. A third form comes with peers as 
focused observers. The observer merely records the focused data and presents it to the 
teacher being observed who can then review it and draw any useful conclusions. The 
fourth form involves peers as in-service directors. Peer panels consisting of three to 
five teachers are charged with the task of directing in-service work for the entire 
faculty. The fifth form involves peers as team teachers and observers. Teachers are 
grouped in a team observing one another, analyzing the observational data and 
providing feedback. 
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There are arguments both for and against the use of cooperative professional 
development. Glatthom contends that those in favor point out that teachers would 
prefer to turn to a colleague rather than to a supervisor for advice. Secondly, teachers 
can provide useful feedback to each other without the extensive training and use of 
complex forms. Finally, the research is quite clear that successful schools sustain 
norms of collegiality (Little, 1982). Conversely, one argument against cooperative 
professional development is that untrained teachers can not provide the same quality of 
supervision that a trained supervisor can provide due to the highly skilled process of 
clinical supervision. In addition one may question the feasibility of cooperative 
professional development due to barriers such as lack of time and teacher isolation 
within the schools. 
Self-Directed Development. Self-directed development is “a process in which a 
teacher works independently, directing his or her own professional growth” (p. 49). 
There are several features which characterize self-directed development. First, the 
individual works independently on a program of professional growth. Second, he/she 
develops and follows a goal-oriented program of professional improvement. Third, the 
individual has access to a variety of resources in working toward those goals such as 
video tapes, student feedback, professional literature, graduate level courses and 
workshops, support from school and district supervisors and administrators, and 
interschool visitation. Fourth, the results of the self-directed program are not used in 
evaluating teacher performance (Glatthom, 1984). 
There are several arguments for and against the use of self-directed 
development. One argument in favor expresses the idea that teachers are individuals 
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with distinct needs and learning styles. Secondly, with regards to the nature of adult 
learning, adults have a “deep need to be self-directed; as a consequence, they should be 
involved in programs that foster such self-direction” (p. 53). Additionally, individual 
differences increase with age and therefore adult learning should make “optimal 
provisions for differences in style, time, place, and pace of learning” (p. 53). A final 
favorable argument for self-directed development suggests that teaching has become 
increasingly professionalized, and as such, teachers have assumed greater managing 
roles directing the work of teacher assistants, student teachers, and volunteers as well as 
becoming more actively involved in the decision making process. Those against self- 
directed development state that individual needs can be met in a group setting and that 
“learning at its best is the growth that comes from professional dialogue and encounter; 
teachers need other teachers and supervisors for stimulation, challenge, and support” (p. 
54). 
Administrative Monitoring. Administrative monitoring, referred by some as 
drop in supervision, is the brief and informal observation by a principal, assistant 
principal, or supervisor. Under the differentiated program, administrative monitoring 
can be an option for those not participating in clinical supervision or it can be provided 
for all teachers as a compliment to the other components. 
Glatthom indicates that in most of the schools in which he has worked as a 
consultant, everyone received administrative monitoring in addition to choosing one of 
the three remaining options. In other schools, some teachers opted for administrative 
monitoring as the sole component. He contends that the informal observations provide 
an opportunity to reinforce good teaching and serve as a “distant early warning system” 
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in some cases, in addition to keeping the supervisor or administrator highly visible 
(Glatthom, 1984). Glatthom also contends that both patterns seem to work and the 
choice often depends on the size of the school, administrative staff, and the principal’s 
leadership style. 
There are several characteristics of administrative monitoring. First, 
“administrative monitoring should be open” (p. 60). The principal needs to discuss the 
following with the staff: who will do the monitoring, what kind of behavior the teacher 
can expect from the administrator who drops in for a brief visit, what kind of feedback 
the teacher may expect after a drop-in visit, what records if any will be kept of the 
monitoring and whether or not the drop-in visits will be made part of the evaluation. 
Second, “administrative monitoring should be planned and scheduled, not done 
randomly and unsystematically” (p.61). The principal should develop a monitoring 
schedule that will yield data either grade by grade, subject by subject, or at pivotal 
times in the day such as when school begins, during lunch, or at the end of the day. 
Third, “administrative monitoring should be learning-centered” (p. 62). Because the 
drop-in visit is brief, Glatthom suggests that the primary focus be on critical aspects of 
learning such as students on task, teaching and learning model used, and student 
feedback and participation. Fourth, “administrative monitoring is likely to be most 
effective when it is interactive across two dimensions: The administrator gives 
feedback to the teacher and uses the observational data as part of an ongoing 
assessment of instructional program and the school climate” (p.63). Glatthom contends 
that the wise administrator uses observations to monitor the school on a day to day 
basis noting times of day when students seem inattentive or disruptive, certain places in 
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the school where students seem easily distracted, how much direct instruction occurs 
across grades, ability levels, and subjects, and how much teachers vary their 
methodologies from group to group. 
Implementation of administrative monitoring in the differentiated system is the 
responsibility of the principal. He or she meets with all those involved either by choice 
or the entire staff, and develop a monitoring schedule for his or her use only. The visits 
begin immediately lasting five-to-ten minutes per visit. Glatthom recommends making 
a brief note on an index card recording the basic information such as date, time, teacher 
observed, type of class, and any observational notes. The administrator should then 
give the teacher immediate feedback about the drop-in visit, be it a face to face 
exchange, brief discussion between classes, lunch, or at the end of the day. If oral 
feedback is not feasible, then a brief note will do. Glatthom ends the chapter by stating, 
“good principals have always monitored. Administrative monitoring can perhaps be a 
more effective practice if the guidelines in this chapter are kept in mind” (p. 65). 
Peterson, Walhquist, Bone, Thompson, and Chatterton (2001) suggest that principals 
have time to do more monitoring as a result of improvements in data gathering 
techniques. They argue that the meager payoffs of formal clinical visits have been 
replaced by more frequent walkthroughs (69% in 1998 and 83.9% in 1999). “We want 
our principals to do what they do best: be instructional leaders in their buildings” (p. 
43). Marshall’s (1996) usage of brief, random and frequent classroom visits, followed 
by feedback in the form of praise, affirmation, and suggestions has teachers encouraged 
by the process. 
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A review of the scholarly writing pertaining to differentiated supervision 
suggests that an effective supervision system must serve several functions, among them 
being the facilitation of teachers’ growth in meeting the respective district performance 
standards as well as assisting those teachers who are having difficulty meeting those 
standards (Brandt, 1987; Wise et al., 1984). Those systems which effectively 
accomplished these tasks use a differentiated approach for master teachers as well as at- 
risk teachers (Glatthom & Holler, 1987; Tesch et al., 1987). Ellett and Garland (1987) 
contend in their initial study of tenured and non-tenured teachers, that there were 
distinct differences in the number of observations required. Most tenured teachers were 
observed one to two times while non-tenured teachers were observed two to three 
times. In their replication of the study nearly a decade later, Loup, Garland, Ellett, & 
Rugutt, (1996) found similar results in the districts they studied. 
Nearly 13 years after his initial publication of Differentiated Supervision. Allan 
Glatthom (1997) presented his second edition of the popular supervision system. It is 
interesting to note some of the changes Glatthom made in the original system which 
had included four components, consisting of clinical supervision, cooperative 
professional development, self-directed development, and administrative monitoring. 
Under the revised differentiated system, there are three existing options with two 
evaluative options added. The three options consist of intensive development, 
cooperative development, and self-directed development. 
Intensive development is Glatthom’s approach to clinical supervision which 
typically involved all non-tenured teachers and those tenured teachers who appear to be 
struggling with instructional issues and concerns. In this approach the intensive 
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development is provided by a supervisor, administrator, or mentor. Throughout the 
year the supervisor and teacher might include several cycles of the basic process 
focusing all of their energy on improving student learning. Components of this new 
model include a taking-stock conference, a pre-observation conference, a diagnostic 
observation, an analysis of the diagnostic observation, a diagnostic debriefing 
conference, a coaching session, a focused observation, and a focused debriefing 
conference. 
Cooperative development is a “developmental option in which small groups of 
teachers work together to help each other develop professionally” (p. 7). To facilitate 
improvement, teachers use a variety of strategies such as observing and conferring with 
one another, conducting action research, “the systematic inquiry by practitioners into 
issues of educational practice, designed to deepen understanding and lead to 
interventions” (p. 62), holding dialogues, and developing curriculum and learning 
materials. 
Self-directed development “is a professional development process in which 
teachers work independently to foster growth” (p. 70). While the administrator 
supports the teacher in this option, the teacher typically sets his or her own goals, taking 
the necessary steps to achieve those goals obtaining feedback from students and makes 
a final assessment of the progress. 
The two added evaluative options include intensive evaluation and standard 
evaluation. “Intensive evaluation is a rigorous and intensive system of evaluating 
teachers according to district-wide criteria used with all teachers working in the 
intensive development mode: Non-tenured teachers and tenured teachers experiencing 
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serious instructional problems” (p. 83). Intensive evaluation is used to make high 
stakes decisions such as granting or denying tenure, promotion, or contract renewal. 
Intensive evaluation is typically carried out by a school administrator based on several 
observations and conferences, as well as an evaluation of non-instructional functions. 
Standard evaluations are provided to only those teachers whose performance is known 
to be fully satisfactory. This evaluation uses the minimum number of observations and 
conferences specified by the state or contract and is solely for the purpose of complying 
with district requirements. Glatthom recommends that the teachers complete a self- 
assessment which is recorded in a comprehensive portfolio. Danielson (2001) 
recommends a differentiated evaluative option similar to Glatthom’s consisting of an 
annual formal evaluation for new teachers with formal evaluation for experienced and 
tenured teachers held every two, three, or four years. Peterson, et al., (2001) advocate 
the usage of data sets in the differentiated system, a record consisting of a teacher’s 
accomplishments, practice, and preparation. They suggest that additional performance 
measures and teacher options regarding which measurements to use can improve the 
evaluation process. A data set may contain parent surveys, documentation of a 
professional workshop or in-service, a supervisor’s report or measures of student 
achievement. Painter (2001) encourages the usage of teaching portfolios and provides 
an excellent description: 
A teaching portfolio is a documented history of a teachers’ learning 
process against a set of teaching standards. The portfolio is much more 
than an elaborate scrapbook or a collection of written documents: It is an 
individualized portrait of the teacher as a professional, reflecting on his or 
her philosophy and practice. This portrait is fully realized through the 
teacher’s deliberate selection of artifacts and thoughtful reflections on 
those artifacts, which provide insight into the teacher’s growth. ... He 
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continues to define artifact as “any evidence that teachers use to document 
or support how they meet the teaching standards, (pp. 31-32) 
Another recent example in the differentiated system following in the footsteps 
of American businesses is 360-degree feedback assessment, also known as full-circle 
evaluation, multi-rater assessment, upward feedback, group performance appraisal, or 
multi-source feedback (Kampf, 1997; Lehrman-Waterman, 2000); 360-degree feedback 
includes data from principals, peers, parents, and students, in addition to self-reflection 
and gains in student achievement. The aim of 360-degree feedback is to open up the 
lines of communication among teachers, administrators, students, parents, and the 
community, leading to individual and overall school improvement. 
In addition to portfolios and 360-degree feedback, Prybylo (1998) advocates 
several alternatives to traditional performance-based teacher appraisal, including 
student evaluation of teachers, peer reviews as an alternative, and dossiers which are 
much more compact than portfolios. The use of action research as an alternative 
approach in the differentiated system is highly recommended as well. Action research 
is generally defined as a type of applied research involving educators in an ongoing 
process of reflection centered around four steps, including selecting a focus of research, 
collecting data, analyzing and interpreting data, and taking action for purpose of 
individual and school improvement (Prybylo, 1998). 
Research Studies on Differentiated Supervision. Three recent studies focused 
specifically on some aspect of differentiated supervision in the chapter. Bickford’s 
(1999) case study examined the intended goals and procedures of differentiated 
supervision or alternative teacher evaluation as perceived by teachers and 
administrators. There were four questions which guided the inquiry. One, what were 
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the strengths and weaknesses of the original alternative plan? Two, what has been the 
impact of the plan on relationships in the district? Three, how was this original plan 
changed during recent review process to better reflect the needs of both teachers and 
administrators? Four, how well is the alternative teacher evaluation model of the 
district achieving its goals? Participants involved teachers, principals, and central 
office administrators in the district who closely examined their own alternative or 
differentiated plan that was piloted four years earlier and then implemented minor 
changes. Additional data were collected through questionnaires and interviews for the 
purpose of evaluating the alternative plan. Results indicated that there was a need for 
more research in the field of supervision. More, specifically, differentiated supervision 
plans need to be carefully scrutinized for their contributions to change that lead to 
improved student learning. 
Andrejko (2000) and Komuta (2001) focused their research on a specific aspect 
of differentiated supervision, teacher portfolios. The purpose of Andrejko’s (2000) 
study was to assess teacher and principal perceptions of the use of teacher portfolios as 
a differentiated supervision option in facilitating growth-oriented teacher evaluation. 
Participants included volunteer teachers from 14 public schools ranging from grades K- 
12 divided up into three groups: a control group using traditional evaluation, an 
experimental group #1 using traditional evaluation and the teacher portfolio, and an 
experimental group #2 using only the portfolio. The Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) 
was used to gather pre and post test data along with structural interviews. Results 
indicated that both teachers and principals found the portfolio to be an effective tool for 
professional growth and development. More specifically, teachers found that it could 
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provide evidence of a teacher’s knowledge and skills, change their teaching behaviors, 
be used as a basis for reflection on their teaching and provide a more comprehensive 
picture of teacher performance over time. Administrators reported seeing evidence of 
positive growth and viewed the portfolio as an appropriate option in the differentiated 
supervision model. Moreover, they used it to monitor professional growth plus 
believing their role in the process to be one of partner rather than critic. 
The purpose of Komuta’s (2001) study was to describe the experiences of 
elementary teachers in a Canadian school district who completed a teacher portfolio 
project. Through qualitative interviewing, teachers revealed insights about the portfolio 
project process, their personal and professional growth, and how the meaning of the 
experience contributed to their development. Data analysis of the interviews revealed 
three themes: continuous learning, enhancement of esteem, and a new sense of 
personal and professional meaning. Teachers revealed that the portfolio project left a 
lasting legacy which included personal and professional affirmation, fulfillment, 
worthiness, and competency, as well as the joy of learning. 
Critique of the Differentiated Supervision Model. In order to critique the 
complex differentiated model, one needs to examine each of the four parts. As 
previously stated in this paper, clinical supervision has several drawbacks. The process 
is not only time consuming, but when done right, quite costly. Moreover, there is still 
much debate over who should and should not receive clinical supervision. Cooperative 
professional development draws similar criticism regarding lack of time and once again 
the high costs involved in allotting more time for teachers to converse. In addition, 
some critics believe that teachers might not be able to provide the same quality of 
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supervision that a trained supervisor can provide. Perhaps a criticism of self-directed 
development is that a teacher is operating independently away from the group. 
Administrative monitoring is in need of a name change. The term monitoring might 
infer a spy like atmosphere in which a teacher is being watched. Once a teacher 
perceives mistrust on the part of the supervisor, the supervisory relationship suffers. A 
term used more recently is walk through which appears to be less threatening (Peterson, 
et al., 2001). 
Much attention has been devoted to the differentiated supervision system in this 
chapter. Allan Glatthom’s model both past (and with present modifications) offers 
teachers and supervisors much to consider. Moreover, the option of choice within the 
model is a key factor in enhancing teacher performance. There is something for 
everyone within the model be it the novice or the master veteran teacher. The next 
section of the paper carefully examines another effective supervision model, peer 
coaching. 
Peer Coaching Model 
One commonality in the study of effective supervisory designs is the 
involvement of the teacher as a partner in the supervisory process, often called peer 
coaching. Developed by Joyce & Showers (1996), peer coaching is often linked with 
staff development. Generally speaking, peer coaching is a collaborative and reflective 
process which involves teams of educators engaged in constructive dialogue for the 
purpose of refining the teaching and learning process. Peer coaching is also known by 
many other names often used interchangeably such as technical coaching, collegial 
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coaching, peer assistance, team coaching, reflective coaching, cognitive coaching, 
challenge coaching and peer supervision (Costa & Garmston, 1994; Garmston, Linder 
& Whitaker, 1993; Joyce & Showers, 1995; 1996; Nolan & Hillkirk, 1991; Showers & 
Joyce, 1996; Sullivan & Glanz, 2000). A careful examination of the research and 
scholarly writing pertaining to peer coaching yields several common characteristics. 
First, peer coaching is built on a foundation of trust and collaboration (Costa & 
Garmston, 1994; Garmston, et al., 1993; Joyce & Showers, 1995, 1996; Nolan & 
Hillkirk, 1991; Showers & Joyce, 1996). Without the establishment of trust between 
colleagues, peer coaching would be ineffective. Second, the coaching aspect of peer 
coaching is a non-judgmental process built around a planning conference, observation, 
and a reflection conference with peers serving as coaches (Costa & Garmston, 1994; 
Garmston, et al., 1993; Joyce & Showers, 1995; 1996; Nolan & Hillkirk, 1991; 
Showers & Joyce, 1996). 
Third, the term “coach” refers to the one who is teaching, whereas the one who 
is observing is the “coached” (Ackland, 1991; Joyce & Showers, 1995, 1996, Showers 
& Joyce, 1996). This is a critical point in understanding peer coaching as it has 
evolved over time. In the early years, Joyce and Showers made no mention of the term 
peer. By 1984, Joyce and Showers added peer when they trained teachers to be peer 
coaches rather than use staff developers. At this point, peers were viewed as “coaches” 
with the one doing the observing the “coach”. Several years later, the term was re¬ 
defined, and presently the “coach” is the one doing the teaching and the “coached” is 
the one observing. 
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Fourth, evaluative feedback as a coaching component has been omitted (Joyce 
& Showers, 1995; 1996; Sahakian & Stockton, 1996; Showers & Joyce, 1996). Joyce 
and Showers have purposely omitted the feedback component which has simplified the 
organization of peer coaching teams in schools. They surmised that feedback found 
teachers slipping backwards, making judgmental and evaluative comments. Therefore, 
when teachers engage in dialogue they omit evaluative feedback. 
Fifth, peer coaching develops positive changes as well as positive interpersonal 
relationships within schools (Benson, 2001; Bowman & McCormick, 2000; Ebmeier & 
Nicklaus, 1999; Garmston, et al., 1993; Joyce & Showers, 1995, 1996; Kohler, Ezell, & 
Paluselli, 1999; Kohler, McCullough-Crilley, & Shearer, 1997; Kovic, 1996; Phillips & 
Glickman, 1991; Showers & Joyce, 1996; Williamson & Russell, 1990; Xu, 2001). As 
teachers work together in trusting, open, and honest relationships, the benefits of peers 
helping peers become obvious with the implementation of positive changes. Joyce and 
Showers (1995) contend that, “Regular, structured interaction between or among peers 
over substantive content is one of the hallmarks of a profession and is viewed by other 
professionals as essential professional nourishment than a threat to autonomy” (p. 115). 
Results from a Tobin and Espinet (1990) math department study indicated that the peer 
coaching program produced improvement in teaching of many of the participants 
involved and most perceived peer coaching to be beneficial. 
Sixth, effective peer coaching exists when teachers experiment or test their 
hypothesis regarding classroom strategies through the use of a variety of data collection 
techniques during classroom observations (Joyce & Showers, 1995, 1996; Nolan & 
Hillkirk, 1991). Keeping in mind that the “coach” is the one being observed, and the 
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“coached” is collecting data, one of the many highlights of the peer coaching model is 
that the teacher being observed has the opportunity to examine the data that was 
recorded objectively with no subjective/evaluative comments on the part of the one 
conducting the observation. 
Research Studies on Peer Coaching. There were three recent research studies 
which focused specifically on the peer coaching model in this chapter. Connelly’s 
(1999) study was conducted in a New Jersey regional high school. Its purpose was to 
analyze the effect of the peer coaching model on collegiality and change in instructional 
practices for tenured high school teachers. This study involved 44 tenured teachers 
who participated in the traditional model of evaluation for three years. It also involved 
26 tenured teachers who participated in the peer coaching model for one year and 28 
teachers who participated in peer coaching for two or three years. Findings suggested 
that the participation in peer coaching for more than a year might be associated with an 
increase in collegiality. The survey data indicated significant differences in change in 
instructional practices for teachers who participated in the peer coaching model. 
Lastly, the results indicated that the use of peer coaching suggests a relationship among 
collegiality, trust and change in instructional practices. 
Meyer’s (1998) case study focused on whether teachers and administrators in an 
Illinois school district perceived that teachers experienced more professional 
development when they participated in the peer coaching model of evaluation rather 
that the summative model of evaluation. Participants involved in the study included 
teachers participating in the peer coaching model, teachers who were only evaluated in 
the traditional summative model, teachers who participated in peer coaching but did not 
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select or were qualified for peer coaching evaluation, administrators who were trained 
in peer coaching, and administrators who were not trained in peer coaching and had 
only used traditional summative evaluation. Data was gathered through surveys, and 
interviews. Results indicated that peer coaching has a positive effect on collegiality 
within the schools as perceived by teachers and administrators. Moreover, it was 
perceived that teachers grow more professionally in the peer coaching model in contrast 
to traditional summative evaluation. 
Kohler et al. (1999) examined the effectiveness of reciprocal peer coaching for 
promoting changes in teachers’ conduct of student pair activities. Three teachers 
implemented their activities alone and then participated in several phases of reciprocal 
peer coaching. Each teacher was informed of the goal of the study, which was to 
enhance children’s participation and success in the student pair activity. Results 
indicated that reciprocal peer coaching produced two changes in teachers’ methods of 
monitoring their activities. First, both teachers increased their use of suggestions, 
prompts, questions, and related dialogue to facilitate students’ social interaction with 
peers. Second, teachers were able to employ changes in the academic materials, skills, 
or social interaction roles/processes of individual student pairs. The study strongly 
suggests that reciprocal peer coaching enhances teachers’ ability to individualize 
instruction. Moreover, peer coaching helped to improve teachers’ skills with regards to 
instructional modifications. 
Critique of the Peer Coaching Model. There are several areas of concern and 
confusion regarding peer coaching. One major critique of the peer coaching model is 
that there is not enough time for teachers to observe one another in multiple cycles. 
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Providing objective data for the coach takes time to not only conduct the observation 
but time to construct a data collection instrument. Another critique of the peer 
coaching model is that too many educators become confused over who is the coach and 
the role of the coach. All too often teachers’ perception of the coach is the person 
doing the observing when in fact the coach is the one being observed. Moreover, 
teachers may shy away from peer supervision due to the evaluative or judgmental 
comments made between peers as a result of this misinterpretation of the two terms. As 
stated earlier in the chapter, in order for peer coaching to be effective, there can be no 
judgmental or evaluative comments made, which can be quite difficult. Another 
critique of the peer coaching model deals with making the activity mandatory for the 
staff. Hargreaves and Dawes (1990) suggest that resistance is likely if teachers are 
forced into collegial relationships. They also contend that “a resistance is all the more 
likely when exposure to pedagogical conversion is compulsory, not voluntary” (p. 237). 
Wallace’s (1998) study clearly indicated that although collaboration holds great 
promise, mandated programs such as peer supervision may be quite difficult to 
implement because of teachers’ entrenched beliefs and practices. A final critique of the 
model is the lack of training involved from the standpoint of the principal as well as 
training of the staff in developing observation instruments and conducting observations. 
It is important that before entering into peer coaching within a school, the principal is 
fully prepared to train the staff in observation techniques as well as assist in any other 
way necessary. The next section carefully examines the mentoring model. 
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Mentoring Model 
Generally speaking, mentoring is the pairing of an experienced teacher with a 
beginning teacher in order to provide the beginning teacher with support and 
encouragement (Rebore, 1995). There can be no doubt that a major aim of mentoring is 
to improve upon the skills of the novice over the course of the academic year. Once 
again, through improved teaching performance, there is a direct connection between 
mentoring and supervision. The first year of teaching can be quite difficult. Teachers 
often feel unappreciated, isolated, overworked, and overwhelmed (Smith, 1993). In his 
classic work on teacher socialization, Lortie (1975) described several norms for 
teachers, among them being the struggles of first year teachers. All too often, first year 
teachers are assigned the most challenging duties and tasks and work in an environment 
that does little to foster their success (Bartell, 1995). Saye (1997) points out that not 
only first year teachers, but second and third year teachers need nurturing. Veenman’s 
(1984) study highlighted the twenty four most frequently perceived problems of 
beginning teachers with the top three being classroom discipline, motivating students, 
and dealing with individual differences. 
A synthesis of the research and scholarly writing pertaining to a successful 
mentoring model yields four goals of a successful mentoring program. One goal is to 
improve teaching performance for beginning teachers (Bartell, 1995; Brennan, 1995; 
Huling-Austin, 1989, 1992; Reiman & Theis-Sprinthall, 1993; Saye, 1997). The 
research supports significant gains by novices in the level of their teaching skills due to 
mentoring (Abell, Dillon, Hopkins, Mclnemey & O’Brien, 1995; Bartell, 1995; Bradley 
& Gordon, 1994; Colbert & Wolff, 1992; Freiberg, Zbikowski, & Ganser, 1994; 
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Ganser, 1991; Harris, 1995; Klug & Salzman, 1991; Neal, 1992; Rebore, 1995; Reiman 
& Theis-Sprintall, 1993; Ribas, 2003; Schaffer, Stringfield & Wolfe, 1992; Smith, 
1993; Sprinthall, Reiman, & Thies-Sprinthall, 1993; Tetzlaff & Wagstaff, 1999). A 
second goal of an effective mentoring program is to retain novice teachers (Bartell, 
1995; Brennan, 1995; Huling-Austin, 1989, 1992; Reiman & Theis-Sprinthall, 1993; 
Saye, 1997). Third, a successful mentoring program serves to transmit the culture of 
the school system as well as the general policies of the individual school to the 
beginning teacher (Brennan, 1995; Huling-Austin, 1989, 1992; Wilkinson, 1997). A 
fourth goal of an effective mentoring program is that mentors themselves grow 
professionally over the course of the school year. Some of the many contributions to 
mentors’ own professional development include more reflection on their own, 
improved teaching skills, increased self-esteem, less isolation, and enhanced learning 
from novices (Abell, et al., 1995; Bradley & Gordon, 1994; Colbert & Wolff, 1992; 
Freiberg, et al., 1994; Freiberg, Zbikowski, & Ganser, 1997; Ganser, 1991, 1999; 
Harris, 1995; Klug & Salzman, 1991; Meckel & Rolland, 2000; Neal, 1992; Reiman & 
Theis-Sprintall, 1993; Ribas, 2003; Sindelar, 1992; Smith, 1993; Sprinthall, et al., 
1993; Stephanie, 2000; Tetzlaff & Wagstaff, 1999; Wollman-Bonilla, 1997). 
The research suggests that there are several characteristics common to effective 
mentoring programs. One characteristic of an effective mentoring program is frequent 
contact between the mentor and novice teacher consisting of collaboration, frequent 
dialogue, observations, and follow up conferences (Brennan, 1995; Ganser, 1999; 
Huling-Austin, 1989, 1992; Meckel & Rolland, 2000; Ribas,2003; Sullivan & Glanz, 
2000). As stated previously, one of the primary aims of a mentoring program is to 
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improve the teaching abilities of beginning teachers. One way to meet this goal is 
through frequent contact, dialogue, and two-way observations involving the novice 
being observed and the novice observing the mentor or other highly qualified teachers. 
Another characteristic of an effective mentoring system is the appropriate 
schedule and release time as well as load reduction for both the novice and the mentor 
(Brennan, 1995; Huling-Austin, 1992). In a successful mentoring program, both the 
novice and mentor have reduced loads for the purpose of frequent observations and 
meetings. Moreover, the novice’s preparations and student numbers are reduced so as 
not to overload the new teacher. Both the mentor and novice, whenever possible, 
should be assigned the same grade level and subject area for the purpose of assisting the 
novice with specific questions about subject, curriculum, and methodology. 
The third characteristic of an effective mentoring program involved whole 
group meetings of novices throughout the year (Huling-Austin, 1989, 1992; Saye, 
1997). Within an individual building or school system, it is important for novices to 
spend time together with other novices for reasons of emotional support and 
companionship. Teacher isolation is an area of concern throughout the profession. 
Beginning teachers need frequent opportunities to meet together in order to develop a 
better understanding of teaching as well as being connected to a group. 
The fourth characteristic of a successful mentoring program includes proper 
training for mentors (Ganser, 1999; Hernandez, 2001; Huling-Austin, 1992; Mills, 
Moore, & Keane, 2001; Ribas, 2003; Saye, 1997; Sindelar, 1992; Stephanie, 2000). 
Mentoring programs need to train their mentors regarding the stages of teacher 
development, concerns and needs of beginning teachers, clinical supervision, classroom 
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observation, conferencing skills, and fostering self-esteem and self-reliance. Without 
the necessary training, the program will be of little value to the beginning teacher. 
The fifth characteristic of an effective mentoring program consists of obtaining 
the support of the building principal (Brennan, 1995; Mills, et al., 2001; Mueller, 2000; 
Saye, 1997). The principal’s role is to act as a team builder thereby maximizing the 
mentor’s effectiveness. He/she must also demonstrate an active interest for the new 
teacher being available for consultation as well as observation. 
Lastly, the sixth characteristic of an effective mentoring program revolves 
around the positive qualities of the mentor. He/she must possess the necessary teaching 
skills as well as interpersonal skills to be effective (Brennan, 1995; Huling-Austin, 
1992; Klausmeier, 1994; Sindelar, 1992). 
In the popular California Beginning Teacher Support and Assessment Program 
(BTSA), at least three mentoring models currently exist (Meckel & Rolland, 2000). 
The classroom teacher model, the most common model in use boasts several 
advantages. First, support providers or mentors work with a relatively small number of 
novice teachers. Second, mentors are knowledgeable of various site needs and issues 
and feel part of a team with other support providers. Third, mentors’ teaching skills 
improve in addition to providing opportunities for modeling for beginning teachers. 
Fourth, as compared to the full-time release model, costs are greatly reduced. Fifth, 
there is a greater potential for buy-in at the school and district level. Disadvantages of 
the classroom teacher model include the difficulty of mentors to maintain their regular 
classroom duties as well as meet with and/or observe the beginning teacher. Although 
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less expensive to the district than the full-time release model, there is still an expense 
for stipends and release time. 
The full-time release model in the BTSA program has several advantages as 
well. First, the support provider or mentor has a flexible schedule free from teaching 
which allows time for observation, modeling and a complete focus on the beginning 
teacher and his/her needs. Second, mentors are usually high skilled, well trained, and 
supported during the day. Third, if and when mentors return to their classrooms, their 
teaching practice is usually improved. The drawback to the full-time release model 
include higher expenses to districts for personnel and training for full-time release of 
veteran teachers. Mentors may not be as connected to the individual school or district’s 
issues as well as the school’s curriculum. Support providers have an increased load 
regarding novice teachers. Lastly, there is less of a chance for buy-in at the school 
level if the program is administered by mentors from other districts or schools. 
The final model entitled the classroom teaching plus part-time release model is 
a variation of the first two models involving the release of teachers one day per week or 
a class period per day. It is useful when mentors are needed but there are not enough 
beginning teachers to justify full-time release of a teacher/mentor which may deplete 
the teaching ranks. The model may also be used when there are too many novices at 
one site or if there aren’t any additional mentors in the system. Advantages include 
serving an increased number of beginning teachers, opportunities to model for 
beginning teachers in the mentor’s classroom, and mentors’ teaching skills usually 
improve. The major disadvantages lie in the difficulties of managing classroom release 
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time schedules and in the extra costly release time for one day per week or one full 
period per day (Meckel & Rolland, 2000). 
Research Studies on Mentoring. In my review of the literature, I found several 
recent studies which focused specifically on the mentoring model highlighted in this 
chapter. Mueller’s (2000) study sought the perceptions of new teachers and mentors 
regarding the type and level of supervision they received from their principals as well 
as their supervisory needs. The primary source of data collection in this experimental 
design involved interviews. Three sets of interviews were conducted at two elementary 
schools from different school districts with a mentoring triad consisting of a mentor, 
new teacher, and principal. There were five questions which guided the inquiry. One, 
what are the supervisory rules and responsibilities of principals to mentors and 
beginning teachers as detailed within a district-wide mentoring program? Two, in what 
ways do principals carry out the supervision of mentoring program participants? Three, 
what are the similarities and differences between principals’ and mentors’ supervision 
of new teachers? Four, what supervisory roles and responsibilities do new teachers 
want mentors to assume within a mentoring relationship? Five, what supervisory roles 
and responsibilities do mentors and beginning teachers want principals to assume 
within a mentoring relationship? Results indicate that new teachers expect supervision 
that provides support from both their mentor and the principal. Moreover, mentors 
expect support from the principal. The study also suggested that principal’s evaluative 
duties prevent them from having a trusting relationship similar to a mentor and new 
teacher. 
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Stephanie’s (2000) case study examined the mentoring program in the 
Baltimore County Public Schools, the 25th largest public school system in the United 
States, serving over 106,000 students. Background information revealed that over the 
past three years more than two thousand new teachers have been employed representing 
approximately thirty percent of the teaching population. The program provides support 
for teachers with five or fewer years’ experience and is in its fourth year with a total of 
112 full-time mentors. The three central themes which emerged from the data were 
viewed as critical to the success of the Baltimore county public schools mentoring 
program. First, county goals and mentor program initiatives were in alignment. 
Second, the system provided effective mentor training. Third, there was evidence of 
ongoing supervision and support that provided for systematic application, practice, and 
follow-up of mentoring skills. 
Hernandez’ (2001) study attempted to determine how the mentoring process 
could be supported so that it would make a difference in teacher preparation. Its 
purpose was to investigate mentor teachers’ perception of their roles as mentors and 
their sense of self-efficacy as a result of participating in a graduate class for mentor 
training. Pre and post group means concluded that mentor training had a positive effect 
on mentor efficacy with regards to the student teaching experience. 
Evertson and Smithey’s (2000) experimental study examined the mentoring 
effects on novice teachers in a large Midwestern state. The study was guided by the 
following questions: Can guiding mentor teachers develop specific knowledge and 
skills about how to assist new teachers in classroom management practices, lesson 
planning, and goal setting affect beginning teachers’ practices in the first three months 
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of the school year? Will those practices result in better student engagement and 
cooperation than is found in the classrooms of new teachers with mentors without such 
knowledge and skills? 
The study involved 46 veteran teachers from Evergreen (21 participating 
schools) and Spring Valley (14 schools). The 46 mentors were paired with 46 novice 
teachers. Before school began, all 46 novices participated in a three day workshop on 
topics such as effective classroom organization, establishment of routines, and behavior 
management practices. Twenty-three mentors were in a treatment group and 
participated in a four-day workshop prior to the opening of school while the other 23 
mentors did not. Results indicated that those novices of mentors who participated in 
the workshop were better able to organize and manage instruction at the beginning of 
the year and establish more workable classroom routines. Moreover, their students 
were better behaved and more actively engaged. 
Ganser and Koskela (1997) provide a complete description of six Wisconsin 
mentoring programs for beginning teachers. Four programs (Beloit, Kenosha, 
Platteville, and West Allis-West Milwaukee, et al.) allow experienced teachers to 
become mentors while continuing their teaching responsibilities. In the Milwaukee 
program, teachers serve as full-time mentors. The University of Wisconsin-Whitewater 
program is the longest running university-based mentoring program for beginning 
teachers in the nation. 
Each program emphasizes pedagogically focused content, structured 
professional development throughout the school year, a selection process for mentors, 
and incentives and requirements for mentors and novice teachers. While all of the 
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programs possess these elements, the content, selection, incentives, and requirements in 
each of the mentoring programs vary. The commonalties of the mentoring programs 
identify points that districts consider when constructing mentoring programs. The 
variance between mentoring programs demonstrates that districts must consider local 
policies, contracts, calendars, and budgetary concerns when developing a mentoring 
program for beginning teachers. 
The Beloit Mentor Program, the Kenosha Together Project, the West Allis-West 
Milwaukee First Year Teacher Mentoring Program, and the University of Wisconsin- 
Whitewater Beginning Teacher Assistance Program provide novice teachers with 
information on classroom management, instructional practice, and district policies in a 
seminar format. Novice teachers meet formally a specific number of times throughout 
the year. In the School District of West Allis-West Milwaukee, there is also an 
emphasis placed on the content of seminars specifically for mentors. Mentors meet 
with a staff development coordinator to learn about mentor roles, teacher development, 
conferencing skills, beginning teachers’ needs, and research. Assessment of a novice 
teacher’s experience in the mentoring program typically takes the form of formal and 
informal observations by the mentor. In the University of Wisconsin-Whitewater 
Beginning Teacher Assistance Program, novice teachers complete a professional 
development journal as a record of their experiences in the mentoring program. The 
mentoring programs also evaluate the experiences of the mentors. In the Kenosha 
Unified School District, mentors construct an action plan for their partnership with the 
novice and submit a reflection paper based on the results of the action plan. 
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The districts differ in how they structure their individual mentoring programs, 
and with the incentives that they offer to mentors and novice teachers. In all six 
districts, the mentoring programs included a combination of seminars, reciprocal 
observation, and formal and informal conferences. The amount of time spent in 
seminars, observations, and meetings between mentor and novice differs from district 
to district. In the School District of West Allis-West Milwaukee, novice teachers attend 
four half-day seminars, while in Kenosha School District, novices attend nine seminars 
throughout the year. In every district, mentors were offered release time as an incentive 
for participation and in the School District of Beloit, novices were also given release 
time to meet with their mentors. Three districts provided stipends to mentors for 
participation. All districts were somewhat similar in their selection process. Building 
principals or central office administrators selected mentors for the programs based on 
their demonstrated aptitude in the classroom and other professional duties. 
Summary 
The five models reviewed in this section were clinical supervision, 
developmental supervision, differentiated supervision, peer coaching, and mentoring. 
The main distinction between each of the models is the level of skill and self-direction 
required from the teachers. When determining which supervisory model is most 
appropriate, the needs of the teacher should be the primary consideration. Of the five 
models reviewed in this section, the majority of the research involved the clinical 
supervision model which is highly effective for novice teachers or more experienced 
teachers requiring or requesting intensive supervision. In contrast to clinical 
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supervision, developmental supervision is a more flexible supervisory approach. In the 
developmental approach, supervision ranged from directive to non-directive. Unlike 
clinical supervision, developmental supervision worked best when the supervisor was 
non-directive. This implies that the developmental approach may be best suited for 
experienced teachers capable of reflecting on their practices. In Glatthom’s 
differentiated model, teachers select an option that meets their professional needs. The 
continuum of supervisory approaches in the Glatthom model ranges from close 
monitoring of teachers by administrators to a self-directed development approach 
involving teacher created portfolios. A comprehensive implementation of the 
differentiated model assumes that the teachers in a building have a broad range of 
skills, and that at least some of the teachers possess the reflection and abstract thinking 
skills to make self-direction plausible. 
Two of the five models reviewed, the mentoring model and the peer coaching 
model, rely on collegial demonstrations and reinforcement of instructional skills. In 
these two models, teachers rather than administrators are responsible for the 
professional development of their colleagues. The peer coaching model and the 
mentoring model suppose a balance between novice teachers and master teachers. Both 
models can effectively improve instructional practice while increasing collaboration, 
trust, communication, and empowerment. Similar to the other models discussed, the 
peer coaching model and the mentoring model require time, money, and training. 
Before administrators and teachers consider which model of supervision to implement, 
they must carefully reflect on the number of novice and master teachers who will be 
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involved, what resources are available to support the program, and what the desired 
outcomes of the supervisory process are. 
Research on Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions of Supervision 
A synthesis of the studies focusing on some aspect of teacher and supervisor 
perceptions regarding supervision and evaluation yield ten common findings or themes. 
First, supervision is valued among teachers and supervisors (Beach, 1990; Benson, 
2001; Bergsgaard, 1989; Carter, 1996; Ewing, 1994; McCarty, Kaufman, & Stafford, 
1986; McKerrow, 1996; Okeafor & Poole, 1992; Parker, 1995; Pierson, 1993; Xu, 
2001; Young & Heichberger, 1975; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). When a supervisory 
model is implemented well, teachers and administrators typically report a positive 
change in teaching behaviors, which translates into improved learning outcomes. 
Effective supervision improves communication, thereby allowing for increased 
collaboration between teachers and between teachers and administrators. 
Second, effective supervision should begin with supervisors possessing high 
quality interpersonal skills and attributes such as respect, friendliness, honesty, fairness, 
trust, and compassion (McKerrow, 1996; Okeafor & Poole, 1992; Parker, 1995; Young 
& Heichberger, 1975; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). These important people skills assist 
in breaking down walls which is necessary for growth. Research (Okeafer & Poole, 
1992) supports the positive correlation between the respect that supervisors show for 
teachers and the degree to which they positively influence the instructional process. 
Conversely, disrespectful behavior from administrators toward teachers has a negative 
impact on teacher performance. 
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Third, effective supervision should be a collaborative process involving both the 
teacher and supervisor (Cline & Holifield, 1997; Ewing, 1994; McCarty, et al., 1986; 
McKerrow, 1996; Okeafor & Poole, 1992; Parker, 1995; Wagner, 1999; Young & 
Heichberger, 1975; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). Previously cited literature supports 
both the interpersonal skills theme as well as the collaboration theme (Clark, 1998; 
Costa & Garmston, 1994; Glickman, et al., 1998; Healy, 1997; McBride & Skau, 1995; 
McGreal, 1983; Nolan, Hawkes, & Francis, 1993; Okeafer & Poole, 1992; Pajak, 1990; 
Saphier, 1993; Sergiovanni, 1982; Tesch, Nyland, & Kemutt, 1987; Young & 
Heichberger, 1975). Collaboration imparts a sense of empowerment to teachers. When 
teachers feel empowered, they work to promote the good of the organization. Also, 
when teachers feel supported by supervisors and administrators, they are likely to 
mirror that support with one another. This increases the likelihood that teachers will 
demonstrate improved performance collectively and individually. 
Fourth, effective supervision should be aimed at improving teaching and is 
supportive in nature with regards to feedback (Carter, 1996; Lehrman-Waterman, 2000; 
McKerrow, 1996; Okeafor & Poole, 1992; Xu, 2001; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). 
Supportive feedback is non-judgmental and collegial. The aim of supportive feedback 
is to encourage risk taking from teachers. Teachers experience true growth in the 
supervisory process when they are open to the feedback that they receive from 
supervisors and are willing to implement suggestions. Implementing unfamiliar 
interventions could result in unforeseen and unwanted consequences for the teacher. 
Supportive supervision and feedback does not interpret unintended outcomes as 
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failures, rather it encourages reflection as to how the teaching affected the learning 
outcomes and what can be done to align instructional outcomes with learning goals. 
Fifth, there is a clear difference between teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions 
regarding their present supervisory system (Carter, 1996; Clark, 1998; Cline & 
Holifield, 1997; Dias, 1994; McKerrow, 1996; Schreiner, 1995). Generally, 
supervisors perceived their present systems as being more reflective of the ideal and 
more effective in achieving its intended purposes than the teachers. This lack of 
consistency regarding an ideal supervision system can create many problems for both 
teachers and supervisors. For example, many setbacks could exist for teachers and 
students alike if supervisors continue to reinforce an ineffective system, believing all 
along that the system is effective. Conversely, the same premise holds true if teachers 
perceive all is well when in fact it is not. 
Sixth, effective supervision values the mentoring process and gives special 
attention to novice teachers for the purpose of improving teaching performance 
(Hernandez, 2001; McKerrow, 1996; Mueller, 2000; Okeafor & Poole, 1992; 
Stephanie, 2000; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). Once again, previously cited research and 
other literature regarding the mentoring model supports this conclusion (Bartell, 1995; 
Brennan, 1995; Huling-Austin, 1989, 1992; Reiman & Theis-Sprinthall, 1993; Saye, 
1997). Evertson and Smithy (2000) found that novice teachers who worked with well- 
trained mentors organized and managed instruction and routines better than teachers 
who had not worked with formally trained mentors. Stephanie (2000) also arrived at a 
similar conclusion when doing research in Baltimore County. Effective mentor training 
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and a well organized mentor program contributed to the success of novice teachers in 
Baltimore public schools. 
Seventh, teachers perceived that there were negative aspects to the supervision 
process as they made reference to supervision and evaluation, such as a dog and pony 
show, a weapon, and supervision being irreconcilable (McCarty, et al., 1986; Zepeda & 
Ponticell, 1998). It is very difficult to counter such negative sentiment toward 
supervision and evaluation once opinions are formed, and quite often it takes a great 
deal of time for teachers to be more open regarding formative supervision (McGreal, 
1983). Supervisors, in turn, must be fully prepared and knowledgeable regarding 
effective supervision in order to work toward improving instruction. 
Eighth, effective supervision involves frequent visitation (Benson, 2001; 
McCarty, et al., 1986; Xu, 2001; Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). Many teachers tend to 
view frequent visits, not so much as spying, but as taking the time to care about the 
individual teachers’ growth as well as the students’ growth. Frequent monitoring of 
classroom practice provides rich, objective data for teachers to work with to improve 
their teaching. Frequently visiting classrooms and watching teachers at work gives the 
supervision process credibility. Supervisors are able to discuss what the teachers are 
doing during a particular lesson in the context of what the teacher has done throughout 
the year. Frequent visitation reinforces a supervisory process that is relevant and 
substantive. 
Ninth, teachers and supervisors alike value the clinical supervision model (Cline 
& Holifield, 1997; Cook, 1996; Jones, 1992; Osborn, 1997; Roettger, 1990; Terrell, 
1992). Educators appear to have high regard for the reflective and feedback nature of 
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the clinical model leading toward instructional improvement. The clinical model 
provides the immediate and continuous feedback associated with effective teaching. 
Teachers are given concrete examples of how their instruction affects student learning 
as measured by observable behaviors by the students and the teacher. The teacher is 
then given specific suggestions and immediate feedback on how effectively he or she 
implemented the suggestions. The process ultimately provides both teachers and 
supervisors with concrete examples of mastery of instructional techniques. 
Tenth, both teachers and supervisors value differentiated supervision and 
alternative forms of assessment (Andrejko, 2000; Bergsgaard, 1989; Bickford, 1999; 
Karl, 1990; McCaffrey, 2000; Tichy, 1994). It appears that educators understand the 
need for varied approaches toward supervision, whether via portfolios, self-assessment 
or cooperative professional development. Lastly, peer coaching is a valued alternative 
to traditional summative evaluation (Benson, 2001; Connelly, 1999; Meyer, 1998; Xu, 
2001). Peer coaching, carried out correctly, with value and judgment withheld, can be 
a positive growth filled experience for contributions from individual teachers as well as 
school staff. 
As stated previously, several studies focused on some aspect of teacher and/or 
supervisor perceptions regarding supervision/evaluation. Three dealt specifically with 
teacher and supervisor perceptions regarding supervision. Clark’s (1998) study 
provided a description of supervisors’ and teachers’ perceptions of teacher supervision. 
Specifically, it examined the perceptions of New Hampshire teachers and supervisors 
regarding present and ideal systems for teacher supervision. The study sought to 
respond to the following questions: 
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1. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding the structural 
and cultural dimensions and effectiveness of their present teacher supervision 
system? 
2. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding structural 
practices and cultural characteristics they would consider ideal? 
3. To what extent do teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions of their present system 
match their perceptions of the ideal? 
4. What variation exists between the perceptions of teachers and the perceptions of 
supervisors with respect to teacher supervision? 
Teacher supervision was defined as being inclusive of district practices which 
promote teacher growth and development and those which are used to make evaluative 
judgments about teachers’ performance. Participants included 73 supervisors and 305 
teachers randomly selected from 45 school districts using a stratified random sampling. 
Data were collected through the use of two like surveys, one for supervisors and 
one for teachers. The surveys contained 37 Likert scale items and 3 open-ended- 
response questions designed to measure participants perceptions regarding the 
structural (practices) and cultural (characteristics) and effectiveness of their present 
teacher supervision system and those of a system they considered ideal. 
The data were separated into three sub-divisions, items relating to the structural 
dimension, items relating to the cultural dimension, and items regarding effectiveness. 
Within each of the dimensions, data was further sorted by role (supervisor, teacher) and 
by scale (present, ideal). Differences between supervisors and teachers on the present 
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and ideal scales of the structural and cultural dimensions were evaluated using repeated 
measures, ANOVA and t-test. 
The findings indicate a significant difference between supervisors and teachers 
on present scales but not on ideal scales. Supervisors and teachers again differed 
significantly at the .01 level on the present scale but not on the ideal scale regarding 
teacher supervision system effectiveness. 
The results suggest that New Hampshire supervisors and teachers share a 
common perception of the practices and characteristics of an ideal teacher supervision 
system, but differ in their perceptions of their present teacher supervision systems. 
Supervisors perceived their present systems as being more reflective of the ideal and 
more effective in achieving its intended purposes. 
Xu’s (2001) study focused on elementary teachers’ and principals’ perceptions 
of teacher evaluation and student learning. Two major research questions guided the 
study. One, what are the similarities and differences in the perceptions of elementary 
principals and teachers regarding the major purposes of teacher evaluation? Two, what 
changes do elementary principals and teachers recommend so that teacher evaluation 
may be more effective in increasing student learning? Participants for this study 
involved two populations consisting of teachers and principals from targets schools and 
general schools filling out six questionnaires. Current documents such as teacher 
contracts and evaluation instruments were used in the study by target school principals. 
Results indicated that the three most important purposes of evaluation were 
accountability, teacher’s professional growth, and improvement of curriculum and 
instruction. Only seven principals (20.59%) believed the purpose of evaluation was to 
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improve student achievement and enhance student learning, a view shared by all 
teachers and most principals from target schools. In addition, principals and teachers 
reported that goal setting and teacher-principal conferences were effective components 
in teacher evaluation. Principals would like to spend more time with teachers and 
teachers would like to see more of principals regarding classroom visitation. Both 
teachers and principals viewed peer coaching as an alternative to formal principal 
evaluation. Lastly, teachers would like to be more involved in the design and 
implementation of teacher evaluation, a process they view as a powerful means for 
improving student learning. 
Schreiner’s (1995) study was developed for the purpose of examining the 
perceptions of elementary teachers and principals regarding teacher evaluation. The 
study gathered data which focused specifically on principals’ and teachers’ perceptions 
of current and ideal evaluation practices. A survey was distributed to teachers and 
principals in six selected public school districts in Arizona. A total of 159 teacher 
surveys and 11 principal surveys were used for data analysis. The survey consisted of • 
20 questions regarding the current and ideal situation of teacher evaluation using a 5 
point Likert scale. In addition, there were three open ended questions regarding 
strengths and weaknesses of the current evaluation system and several demographic 
item. Data analysis revealed the use of t-test and ANOVA to determine any significant 
differences between the responses of the two groups. 
Results indicated that teachers and principals agreed with each other’s 
perceptions of accountability and professional growth as the primary purpose of 
evaluation. There were differences between the groups regarding the current and ideal 
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scales. A significant difference was reported between teachers’ ideal perceptions of 
their level of involvement in the evaluation process and their perception of the amount 
of involvement they currently experience. Moreover, significant differences were 
found between teachers’ perceived ideal and current levels of confidence in their 
evaluator’s competence. Both groups reported that including feedback from students 
and peers was a necessary but missing component in teacher evaluation. Overall, both 
teachers and principals perceived their current evaluation procedures less favorably 
than the ideal practices. 
Summary 
A synthesis of the research presented in this section focused on several findings 
about teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions regarding supervision/evaluation. These 
findings represent a preliminary framework for constructing effective activities and 
supervisory experiences leading toward improved instruction. The sections also 
revealed that currently there is limited research or studies pertaining to teachers’ and 
supervisors’ perceptions regarding supervision/evaluation. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter analyzed the theoretical and empirical literature concerning 
supervision and evaluation. Specifically, I presented definitions of supervision and 
evaluation along with the critical attributes of effective supervisory models. The 
research offered in the chapter emphasizes the foundational role that trust, 
collaboration, reflection, and empowerment play in the supervisory relationship. Five 
86 
models of supervision were discussed and the degree to which each model incorporated 
these attributes was analyzed. 
The synthesis of the literature presented in the chapter highlighted ten key 
findings about teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions regarding supervision/evaluation. 
The ten findings represent a preliminary framework for constructing meaningful and 
effective supervision/evaluation experiences for teachers and supervisors. A more 
thorough description and analysis of teachers’ and supervisors’ experiences is required 
in order to facilitate a clearer understanding of how supervision can be used to improve 
instruction. This chapter revealed that research on teachers’ and supervisors’ 
perceptions regarding supervision/evaluation is limited at best. This study attempted to 
fill the void in the literature by providing an extensive description of the components of 





The purpose of this study was to provide a description of public, private/non¬ 
religious, and religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions of supervision and 
evaluation in the Pioneer Valley of Western Massachusetts. The description was created 
from data gathered through a survey of the perceptions of Western Massachusetts teachers 
and supervisors regarding present and ideal supervision. More specifically, this study 
explored and was guided by the following research questions: 
1. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their current 
supervisory system? 
A. How often are teachers supervised? 
B. What supervision models are used in the process? 
C. Who is involved in the process? (e.g. - supervisors, parents, peers, students) 
D. What criteria are used for evaluation? 
E. Is the teacher and supervisor relationship characterized by trust, collaboration, 
and a shared commitment to professional growth? 
F. Is feedback an important component of the supervisory process? 
G. Are teachers part of the process of developing methods by which they are 
supervised? 
H. Are others such as students and parents allowed to provide feedback on the 
performance of teachers? 
I. Is sufficient time allocated for the supervision process? 
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2. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their ideal teacher 
supervision system? 
A. How often should teachers be supervised? 
B. What supervision models should be used in the process? 
C. Who should be involved in the supervisory process? (e g. - supervisors, parents, 
peers, students) 
D. What criteria should be used for evaluation? 
E. Should the teacher and supervisor relationship be characterized by trust, 
collaboration, and a shared commitment to professional growth? 
F. Should feedback be an important component of the supervisory process? 
G. Should teachers be part of the process of developing the methods by which they 
are supervised? 
H. Should others such as students and parents be allowed to provide feedback on 
the performance of teachers? 
3. Are there differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of current 
supervisory practices? 
4. Are there differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of ideal 
supervisory practices? 
5. Are there differences between public, private/non-religious, and religious schools, 
regarding teacher and supervisor perceptions of the current and ideal system? 
Data for this study was collected through the use of two surveys, one for teachers 
(Appendix B) and one for supervisors (Appendix C). The surveys were developed 
primarily from two sources: a pilot study conducted by this author (2001) and a 
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dissertation study conducted by Clark (1998). Rizzo’s (2001) pilot study sought the 
perceptions of public, private, and parochial school teachers regarding 
supervision/evaluation. Clark’s (1998) study sought to discover the perceptions of New 
Hampshire public school teachers and supervisors regarding their present and ideal 
supervision system. By combining both surveys, I made modifications and submitted them 
to my committee for review. I revised the questionnaire again and piloted these drafts with 
several teachers and administrators from the public, private, and parochial schools at the 
elementary, middle, and secondary levels. Based on my discussions with these educators, I 
revised the questionnaire once more. 
Instrumentation 
The final form of the survey instruments used in this study included 43 closed 
response items and 3 open response items. The survey consisted of six sections, 
demographic information, current teacher supervision/evaluation beliefs, ideal teacher 
supervision/evaluation beliefs, supervision criterion, how teachers are supervised, and 
general perceptions. 
Section one sought demographic information including: total number of years as a 
teacher or supervisor, the number of years of teaching or supervising in the current district, 
the subjects taught or the number of years supervising, the grade levels of the school, the 
type of school, sex of the respondent, and the name of the school. Items on both the 
teacher and supervisor survey were matched item for item for the purpose of making a 
comparison between the responses of teachers and those of supervisors. 
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For those items in section two and three, participants were asked to respond to 
statements which reflected their perceptions of their current and ideal teacher supervision 
system. Respondents were asked to record their responses on a 5 point Likert scale which 
includes: (1) strongly agree, (2) agree, (3) neutral, (4) disagree (5) strongly disagree. 
In section four, participants were asked to indicate whether various supervision 
items were currently used to supervise performance and whether they should be used to 
supervise performance by circling yes or no. Section five inquired about how teachers are 
supervised. Participants checked all choices that applied. In section six, respondents were 
given the opportunity to express their general concerns regarding the strengths and 
weaknesses of their current supervision system, as well as their views on the components of 
an ideal supervision system. 
The Study Population 
Within the Pioneer Valley of Western Massachusetts, there are 51 school districts 
representing 306 public, private/non-religious, and religious schools, and 63,043 students 
(Market Data Retrieval School Directory, 2002). The purpose of this study was to obtain a 
broadly-based description of teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions regarding supervision 
in select schools and communities within the Pioneer Valley of Western Massachusetts. 
The sample identified in this proposal was chosen because of this author’s close 
professional and personal relationship to these communities, via past and present 
administrative positions in the Pioneer Valley. 
I obtained permission to distribute the questionnaire by personally contacting either 
in person, by telephone, or by letter each superintendent/head of school of the local district, 
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followed by the administrator in charge of each school. For this study, there were a total 
number of 58 schools selected within the Pioneer Valley representing 345 teachers and 58 
supervisors. Of the 58 schools selected, 23 were from public school districts, 3 from 
private/non-religious, and 32 from religious. Within each school, I sent surveys to all of 
the teachers and all of the supervisors with the exception of one private/non-religious 
school that requested only 20 teacher surveys and 7 supervisor surveys be sent. 
Data Collection 
After obtaining permission from the Human Subjects Review Commission at the 
University of Massachusetts, as well as from each school administrator, I delivered the 
survey and cover letter (Appendix D for teachers and Appendix E for supervisors) to all 
members of the selected study sample. I coded each survey in order to identify respondents 
by school type, grade level, and position. In addition, I included directions with each 
survey requesting that respondents return the survey to the office within two weeks. After 
the two week period, I contacted each principal thanking him or her for the majority of 
returned surveys and requested that s/he remind those colleagues who did not submit the 
questionnaire to do so within the week. I provided an additional reminder to be distributed 
to each teacher’s or supervisor’s mailbox. (Appendix F and Appendix G) 
Data Analysis 
I organized the data into 7 subscales: supervisor current; supervisor ideal; teacher 
current; teacher ideal; public; private/non-religious; religious. I conducted the statistical 
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analysis of the data through the use of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) computer program. 
I coded non-responses as missing data for the purpose of elimination from mean 
calculations. I calculated percentages and frequency distributions for each selected 
response item. Lastly, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the responses of 
participants to questions concerning their current and ideal supervision/evaluation systems. 
Participants’ responses were treated as the dependent variable, with position (i.e., teacher 
or supervisor) and school type (i.e., public, private non-religious, or religious) as 
independent variables. The results of the two-way ANOVA on the current and ideal 
measures for each of the ten statements are presented in the following chapter. Through 
comparative content analysis, I was able to identify several themes regarding the open 




Description of the Sample 
At the outset of this study, 1,515 teacher surveys were distributed to 885 public 
school teachers, 520 religious school teachers, and 110 private non-religious school 
teachers. There were 88 supervisor surveys sent out to 37 public supervisors, 36 
religious supervisors and 15 private non-religious supervisors. A total of 58 schools 
were sampled for this study consisting of 23 public schools, 32 religious schools, and 
3 private non-religious schools. 
The sample for this study consisted of a total of 403 participants - 345 teachers 
(23% response rate) and 58 supervisors (66% response rate) from Western 
Massachusetts school districts, representing a wide range of experience, school types, 
grade levels, and education. Demographic characteristics of these surveyed 
participants are presented in Table 1. The data include: total years of experience, 
number of years spent in the present school district, type of school, grade level served, 
gender, and highest degree earned. 
The majority of teachers’ total years of teaching experience fell in the 4 to 20 
years category. Supervisors’ total years of supervisory experience held a fairly equal 
distribution of novice, experienced and veteran supervisors. The number of years 
most teachers had served their current district was in the 1 to 10 years category. The 
majority of supervisors’ total years serving their current district fell in the 1 to 10 years 
category with approximately 25 percent in the 11 to 20 years category. Most teachers 
in this study were from the public sector while nearly a third represented religious 
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schools and only a small percentage represented private non-religious schools. Half of 
all supervisors represented public schools while 20 percent came from private non- 
religious schools and approximately a third served in religious schools. 
Teachers and supervisors represented all grade levels from elementary to high 
school with nearly half of all teachers from the elementary level, and a quarter from 
both the middle level and the secondary level. The majority of all supervisors served 
at the secondary and elementary levels with a much smaller percentage from middle 
school. Among the teachers, over three-fourths were female with nearly a quarter 
male, while most supervisors were female. Teachers’ and supervisors’ highest degree 
earned ranged from bachelor’s to doctorate. Nearly all supervisors held an advanced 
degree while slightly more than half of all teachers had an advanced degree. 
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions of 
Current Supervision/Evaluation System 
Results of respondents’ answers to statements concerning their perceptions of 
the present supervision/evaluation system are presented separately in Table 2 for 
teachers and Table 3 for supervisors. Likewise, results of respondents’ answers to 
statements concerning their perceptions of the present supervision/evaluation system 
in their schools are presented separately for public, private non-religious, and religious 
school teachers and supervisors in Appendices H-M respectively. Percentages 
discussed in this section are based on the combined participant responses of strongly 
agreed and agreed. 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of survey respondents 
Demographic Teachers Supervisors Total 








1-3 10.4% 25.9% 12.7% 
4-10 29.6% 29.3% 29.5% 
Total years 11-20 24.1% 36.2% 25.8% 
21-30 21.7% 8.6% 19.9% 
30+ 14.2% 0.0% 12.1% 
1-3 24.6% 37.9% 26.6% 
4-10 30.4% 34.5% 31.0% 
Years in district 11-20 19.4% 24.1% 20.1% 
21-30 17.7% 3.5% 15.6% 
30+ 7.9% 0.0% 6.7% 
Public 65.5% 48.3% 63.0% 
School type Private, non-religious 5.5% 20.7% 7.7% 
Religious 29.0% 31.0% 29.3% 
Elementary 48.7% 41.4% 47.6% 
Grade level Middle 22.9% 13.8% 21.6% 
High 28.4% 44.8% 30.8% 
Gender Male 22.3% 39.7% 24.8% 
Female 77.7% 60.3% 75.2% 
Bachelor’s 43.5% 1.7% 37.5% 
Highest degree CAGS 4.6% 17.2% 6.5% 
earned Master’s 50.4% 70.7% 53.3% 
Doctorate 1.5% 10.4% 2.7% 
Teacher responses indicated that over 80 percent believed their evaluation 
accurately reflected their performance and over 96 percent believed they were 
evaluated on their instruction. Several areas yielded a much lower response rate. 
Only 24 percent of teachers indicated that they are a part of the process of developing 
the methods by which they are supervised. In addition, only 25 percent reported being 
supervised in a differentiated system and slightly more than 10 percent participated in 
peer coaching. 
Supervisors’ responses indicated that nearly 90 percent believed that the 
teacher relationship is currently characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to professional growth. Nearly 83 percent of 
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supervisors reported that teachers were supervised using the clinical supervision 
model. Over 67 percent of all supervisors believed that mentoring is an option 
provided for teachers. 
A comparison of the responses of both teachers and supervisors on the current 
scale indicates that supervisors agreed or strongly agreed on all but three questions 
concerning perceptions toward current supervision. In the two largest discrepancies, 
over 70 percent of all supervisors believed that they were currently using a variety of 
observation methods to gather data about a teacher’s classroom performance whereas 
slightly less than 50 percent of all teachers were in agreement. Fifty percent of all 
supervisors believed that teachers are involved in developing the methods by which 
they are supervised, whereas, less than 25 percent of all teachers agreed. 
Descriptive Statistics of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions of Their Ideal 
Supervision/Evaluation System 
Results of respondents’ answers to statements concerning their perceptions of 
an ideal supervision/evaluation system are presented separately for teachers in Table 4 
and for supervisors in Table 5. Likewise, results of respondents’ answers to 
statements concerning their perceptions of an ideal supervision/evaluation system in 
their schools are presented separately for public, private non-religious, and religious 
school teachers and supervisors in Appendices N-S, respectively. 
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Table 2. All teachers’ responses (N=345) to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Response 
Statement SA A N D SD Median 
My performance is assessed against clearly 
articulated performance standards. 17.8% 52.0% 19.6% 9.4% 1.2% A 
My performance evaluation accurately reflects my 
performance. 22.4% 58.9% 12.5% 5.5% 0.7% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
planning 
and preparation, (subject, knowledge, materials. 29.9% 51.2% 11.3% 5.5% 2.1% A 
assessment, selecting instructional goals). 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, time 
space). 
37.6% 56.3% 3.8% 2.0% 0.3% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery. 41.6% 54.7% 2.6% 0.9% 0.2% A 
principles of learning). 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
develop- 22.3% 42.6% 18.8% 14.8% 1.5% A 
ment, showing professionalism, communication 
with families). 
I am supervised in a manner which consists of 
choosing 
from a variety of supervision options, such as 
clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self- 
directed 
7.6% 17.6% 20.3% 37.6% 16.9% D 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
administrative walkthroughs. 
I am supervised in a manner in which the 
supervisor 
takes into account the ability and developmental 
level 
16.3% 44.4% 26.9% 11.5% 0.9% A 
of a teacher. 
I am supervised by a process which involves a 
pre-observation conference, an observation, and a 
post-observation conference. 
24.1% 41.0% 7.6% 21.5% 5.8% A 
Mentoring is an option provided for supervision in 
our building. 16.9% 36.7% 16.9% 22.5% 7% A 
Teachers within our school frequently observe 
one another for the purpose of professional 
growth and collaboration. 
0.9% 9.9% 16.4% 47.4% 25.4% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of developing 
the methods by which they are supervised. 2.6% 
21.7% 23.2% 37.8% 14.7% D 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, 
my relationship with my supervisor is 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my 
professional growth. 
27.2% 47.4% 16.1% 6.7% 2.6% A 
My supervisor uses a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about my classroom 
performance. 
13.2% 33.8% 28.2% 19.4% 5.4% N 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table 3. All supervisors’ responses (N=58) to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Statement 
Response 
Median SA A N D SD 
I assess the teacher’s performance against clearly articulated 
performance standards. 
14.05 57.9% 12.3% 14.0% 1.8% A 
The teacher’s performance evaluation accurately reflects his/her 
performance 
15.8% 63.2% 14.0% 3.5% 3.5% A 
Teachers are supervisedand evaluated on their planning and 
preparation. (Subject, knowledge, materials, assessment, selecting 
instructional goals.) 
28.1% 61.4% 3.5% 7.0% 3.5% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their classroom 
environment. (Rapport, discipline, time space). 
28.1% 61.4% 5.3% 1.8% 3.4% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their instruction, (active 
teaching, clarity, delivery, principles of learning.) 
36.2% 60.3% 1.7% 1.7% 0.1% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their professional 
responsibilities, (professional development, showing 
professionalism, communication with families.) 
8.6% 56.9% 15.5% 15.5% 3.5% A 
Teachers may choose from a variety of supervision options based on 
their ability, such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self- 
directed professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
walkthroughs 
8.8% 10.5% 15.8% 36.8% 28.1% D 
Teachers are supervised in a manner in which the supervisor takes 
into account the ability and developmental level of a teacher. 
17.2% 55.2% 13.8% 8.6% 5.2% A 
Teachers are supervised by a process which involves a pre- 
observation conference, an observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
43.1% 39.7% 8.6% 5.2% 3.4% A 
Mentoring is an option provided for supervision in our building. 32.8% 34.5% 13.8% 15.5% 3.4% A 
Teachers within our school frequently observe one another for the 
purpose of professional growth and collaboration 
0.0% 17.2% 15.5% 53.4% 13.9% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of developing the methods by 
which they are supervised. 
10.3% 39.7% 12.1% 24.1% 13.8% A-N 
Throughout the supervision/ evaluation process, my relationwhip 
with the teacher is characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my professional growth. 
39.7% 50.0% 8.6% 1.7% 0.0% A 
I use a variety of observation methods to gather data about the 
teacher’s classroom performance. 
19.0% 51.7% 15.5% 12.1% 1.7% A 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
Teachers’ responses in the ideal scale were higher on every question when 
compared to the current scale. Nearly 100 percent of all teachers responded that the 
teacher/supervisor relationship should be characterized by collaboration, honesty, 
trust, openness, and a shared commitment to professional growth and 98 percent 
believed their evaluation should accurately reflect their performance. Similarly, 
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supervisor responses in the ideal scale were much higher in every question when 
compared to the current scale with 100 percent of all supervisors believing that a 
teacher’s evaluation should accurately reflect his/her performance and 100 percent 
agreement that the teacher/supervisor relationship should be characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, trust, openness, and a shared commitment to professional 
growth. 
Mean Responses of Teachers and Supervisors Perceptions of Their Current 
and Ideal Supervision System 
Teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses and standard deviations to 
statements concerning perceptions towards current and ideal supervision/evaluation 
systems are presented in Table 6. Likewise, teachers’ and supervisors’ mean 
responses and standard deviation to statements concerning their perceptions toward 
current and ideal supervision/evaluation for public, private non-religious, and religious 
schools are presented in Appendices T-V, respectively. 
A closer look at the data reveals that in every instance, the mean on the ideal 
scale was higher than the mean on the current scale individually for teachers and 
supervisors. Items ranged from 1.95 to 4.83 indicating variation in the levels of 
agreement from strongly disagree to strongly agree. An examination of the responses 
of all teachers revealed two of the largest discrepancies were in the areas of peer 
coaching and teachers being a part of developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. Items ranged from 2.13 to 3.98 to 2.60 to 4.41 indicating disagreement to 
agreement. 
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Table 4. All teachers’ responses (N—345) to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system 
Statement 
Response 
Median SA A N D SD 
My performance should be assessed against clearly 
. .articulated performance standards. 
50.6% 40.6% 5.8% 2.6% 0.4% SA 
My performance evaluation should accurately reflect 
my performance. 
63.5% 34.5% 1.4% 0.6% 0.0% SA 
I should be supervised in a manner which consists of 
choosing from a variety of supervision options, such as 
clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
administrative walkthroughs. 
40.7% 41.6% 14.0% 3.5% 0.2% A 
I should b supervised in a manner in which the 
supervisor takes into account the ability and 
developmental level of a teacher. 
42.6% 48.7% 5.8% 2.3% 0.6% A 
I should be supervised by a process which involves a 
pre-observation conference, an observation, and a post¬ 
observation conference. 
49.3% 39.1% 7.0% 3.8% 0.8% A 
Mentoring should be an option provided for 
supervision in our building. 
45.5% 39.4% 11.7% 2.6% 0.8% A 
Teachers within out school should frequently observe 
one another for the purpose of professional growth and 
collaboration. 
34.6% 38.4% 18.6% 7.3% 1.1% A 
Teachers should be part of the process of developing 
the methods by which they are supervised. 
46.4% 48.4% 4.6% 0.6% 0.0% A 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my 
relationship with my supervisor should be 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my professional 
growth. 
69.9% 29.9% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
My supervisor should use a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about my classroom 
performance. 
56.2% 41.4% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
For all supervisors, the widest variation in levels of agreement was in the area 
of peer coaching with a current/ideal mean ranging from 2.36 to 4.43 indicating 
disagreement to agreement. Lastly, the largest discrepancy of all teachers and 
supervisors combined was also in the area of peer coaching with a current/ideal mean 
ranging from 2.17 to 4.04 indicating disagreement to agreement. 
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Table 5. All supervisors’ responses (N=58) to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system 
Statement 
Response 
Median SA A N D SD 
I should assess the teacher’s performance against clearly articulated 
performance standards. 
69.0% 25.9% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% SA 
The teacher’s performance evaluation accurately reflects his/her 
performance 
81.0% 19.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should choose from a variety of supervision options based 
on their ability, such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self- 
directed professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
walkshtoughs. 
38.6% 31.6% 19.3% 10.5% 0.0% A 
Teachers should be supervised in a manner in which the supervisor 
takes into account the ability and developmental level of a teacher. 
55.2% 34.5% 3.4% 3.4% 3.5% SA 
Teachers should be supervised by a process which involves a pre¬ 
observation conference, an observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
56.9% 34.5% 6.9% 0.0% 1.7% SA 
Mentoring should be an option provided for supervision in our 
building. 
56.9% 37.9% 3.4% 1.8% 0.0% SA 
Teachers within our school should frequently observe one another 
for the purpose of professional growth and collaboration. 
50.0% 44.8% 3.4% 1.8% 0.0% SA-A 
Teachers should be a part of the process of developing the methods 
by which they are supervised. 
43.1% 51.7% 3.4% 1.8% 0.0% A 
Throughout the supervision/ evaluation process, my relationship 
with the teacher is characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my professional growth. 
79.3% 20.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
I should use a variety of observation methods to gather data about 
the teacher’s classroom performance. 
63.8% 34.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Note: SA= Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions of Current/Ideal Criteria 
Results of teachers’ and supervisors’ answers to statements concerning criteria 
that are currently used and should be used to supervise teachers are presented in Table 
7 for teachers and Table 8 for supervisors. Likewise, results of respondents’ answers 
to statements concerning criteria that are currently used and should be used to 
supervise teachers are presented separately for public, private non-religious, and 
religious school teachers and supervisors in Appendices W-BB, respectively. 
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Table 6. All teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to statements (standard 
deviations in parentheses) concerning perceptions towards current and ideal 
supervision/evaluation systems_ 
Item Stem 
Teachers (N=345) Supervisors 
(N=58) 
Total (N=403) 
Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal 
Performance is assessed against clearly 
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Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, 
the relationship with the supervisor is 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 














Supervisor uses a variety of observation methods 













Note: 5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, l=Strongly Disagree. 
Responses of all supervisors and teachers on the ideal scale indicate that 
supervisors are more inclined to include student test scores, student input, parent input, 
professional development activities and lesson plans as criteria for supervising 
teachers. In contrast, teachers would like to see more input from other teachers as a 
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basis for supervision. The widest discrepancies between the current scale and the ideal 
scale were in the categories of input. Teachers indicated a discrepancy of 30 
percentage points between the ideal and current scale regarding input from students, 
parents, teachers, and professional development activities. Similarly, responses from 
supervisors demonstrate a discrepancy of 20 percentage points between the ideal and 
current scale regarding input from students, parents, teachers, professional 
development activities and lesson plans. 
Table 7. All teachers’ responses (N=345) to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative 
description) 94.3% 5.7% 96.1% 3.9% 
Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, 
students on-task behavior, types of 
teacher questions) 
90.2% 9.8% 95.8% 4.2% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 48.0% 52.0% 66.7% 33.3% 
Student test scores 9.3% 90.7% 18.6% 81.4% 
Input from students 16.3% 83.7% 49.7% 50.3% 
Input from parents 12.2% 87.8% 36.8% 63.2% 
Input from other teachers 12.9% 87.1% 46.7% 53.3% 
Professional development activities 44.0% 56.0% 74.7% 25.3% 
Lesson plans 64.5% 35.5% 76.6% 23.4% 
Other 1.4% 98.6% 6.1% 93.9% 
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Table 8. All supervisors’ responses (N=58) to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative 
description) 91.4% 8.6% 97.9% 2.1% 
Classroom observation 
(systematic observation e.g., class 
traffic, students on-task behavior, 
types of teacher questions) 
89.5% 10.5% 97.9% 2.1% 
Classroom observation (rating 
scale) 31.5% 68.5% 56.3% 43.7% 
Student test scores 7.0% 93.0% 32.7% 67.3% 
Input from students 31.6% 68.4% 55.8% 44.2% 
Input from parents 15.5% 84.5% 37.3% 62.7% 
Input from other teachers 23.2% 76.8% 37.5% 62.5% 
Professional development 
activities 
61.4% 38.6% 89.8% 10.2% 
Lesson plans 78.6% 21.4% 91.3% 8.7% 
Other 6.9% 93.1% 20.7% 79.3% 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Responses To How Teachers Are Supervised 
Results of teachers’ and supervisors’ answers to statements concerning how 
teachers are supervised (e.g., frequency of supervision, who is responsible, teacher 
input) are presented in Table 9. Likewise, results of respondents’ answers to 
statements concerning how teachers are supervised are presented separately for public, 
private non-religious, and religious school teachers and supervisors in Appendices CC- 
EE, respectively. 
Responses from both teachers and supervisors indicate that supervisors believe 
they are conducting more informal supervision than teachers believe occurs. The 
majority of responses from the “other” category regarding frequency of 
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Table 9. All teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to statements concerning how 
teachers are supervised 
Teachers Supervisors Total 
(N=345) (N=58) (N=403) 
How teachers are supervised Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal 
Daily 18.3% 0.6% 27.6% 1.7% 19.7% 0.7% 
Once a week 13.4% 0.3% 27.6% 1.7% 15.4% 0.5% 
Frequency of Once a month 21.2% 0.6% 10.3% 0.0% 19.7% 0.5% 
supervision 2 times per year 8.1% 22.0% 3.4% 39.7% 7.5% 24.6% 
Once per year 6.1% 37.1% 3.4% 46.6% 5.7% 38.5% 
Other 28.8% 40.3% 31.0% 31.0% 29.1% 39.0% 
Principal 75.9% 74.2% 72.4% 74.1% 75.4% 74.2% 
Who is Asst. Principal 32.8% 32.8% 44.8% 44.8% 34.5% 34.5% 
responsible for Head of School 2.6% 0.9% 5.2% 1.7% 3.0% 1.0% 
supervision Dept. Chair 18.6% 11.0% 37.9% 31.0% 21.3% 13.9% 
Other 11.0% 7.5% 19.0% 15.5% 12.2% 8.7% 





No input 5.5% 0.0% 4.4% 
Amount of Little input 38.1% 15.6% 35.1% 
teacher input Lot of input 46.5% 81.0% 51.5% 
in conference No discussion 
takes place 9.9% 3.4% 9.0% 
Frequency of Never 29.9% 8.6% 26.9% 
meetings 2 times per year 9.0% 27.6% 11.7% 
to establish goals Once a year 35.2% 44.8% 36.6% 
Other 25.9% 19% 24.8% 
supervision consisted of 2-3 times per year, 3-4 times per year, never, as needed, and 
rarely. The largest discrepancy is in the area of teacher input at the conference 
following an observation. Supervisors believed 81 percent of the time that teachers 
had a lot of input, whereas teachers only believed 46 percent of the time to have a lot 
of input. 
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Inferential Statistics of Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Perceptions on the 
Current and Ideal Scale 
Two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the responses of 
participants to questions concerning their current and ideal supervision/evaluation 
systems. Participants responses were treated as the dependent variable, with position 
(i.e., teacher or supervisor) and school type (i.e., public, private non-religious, or 
religious) as independent variables. The results of the two-way ANOVAs on current 
and ideal measures for each of the ten statements are contained in Table 10. The 
results of the post hoc pair wise comparisons for those questions where the F-test was 
significant for school type only are contained in Table 10a. For each of the 10 
statements, there were three sources of variation considered: (1) the variance due to 
position (termed “position main effect” - teachers and supervisors), (2) the variance 
due to school type (termed “school type main effect” - public, private non-religious, 
and religious), and (3) the variance due to position by school type (termed “position by 
school type interaction effect”). 
Results of the ANOVA F-tests (Table 10) revealed numerous examples of 
statistically significant differences in the responses of teachers and supervisors by 
position and by school type. When position was a significant source of variation, there 
were only two levels (i.e., teacher or supervisor). Therefore, when position was 
significant, it was because the average response of one of the groups was much higher 
than the other. When the position main effect was significant AND NOT the 
interaction, this meant that the difference between teachers and supervisors existed 
without regard to school type (i.e., all teachers collectively versus all supervisors 
collectively). 
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Table 10. Analysis of variance results on current and ideal measures for all statements 
Item Stem Source of Variation Df Current Ideal 
Performance is assessed against 
Position 1 0.03 3.71 
clearly articulated performance School Type 2 13.84*** 0.38 
standards. 
Position x School Type 2 0.96 0.09 
Position 1 0.30 4.69* 
Performance evaluation accurately 
reflects performance. School Type 2 0.12 0.46 
Position x School Type 2 1.09 0.69 
Supervised in a manner which Position 1 3.54 2.56 
consists of choosing from a School Type 2 5.59** 0.93 
variety of supervision options 
Position x School Type 2 1.29 1.20 
Supervised in a manner in which Position 1 0.78 0.54 
the supervisor takes into account 
the ability and developmental School Type 2 9.45*** 2.33 
level of a teacher. Position x School Type 2 2.58 1.91 
Supervised by a process which Position 1 16.25*** 2.09 
involves a pre-observation 
conference, an observation, and a School Type 2 2.05 0.59 
post-observation conference. Position x School Type 2 1.04 1.23 
Position 1 8.53** 2.99 
Mentoring is an option provided 
for supervision in the building. School Type 2 1.68 0.60 
Position x School Type 2 2.44 1.54 
Teachers within the school Position 1 0.10 11.16*** 
frequently observe one another for 
the purpose of professional growth School Type 2 8.18*** 3.21* 
and collaboration. Position x School Type 2 0.36 3.55* 
Teachers are a part of the process 
Position 1 7.21*.* 0.06 
of developing the methods by 
which they are supervised. 
School Type 





The relationship with the Position 1 5.28* 2.44 
supervisor is characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, trust. School Type 2 1.37 0.27 
openness, and a shared 
commitment to professional 
growth. 
Position x School Type 2 0.03 1.22 
Supervisor uses a variety of Position 1 7.10** 1.09 
observation methods to gather 
data about classroom School Type 2 1.46 0.03 
performance. Position x School Type 2 1.69 0.29 
*p < .05,**p < .01, ***p < .001 
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When the school type was a significant source of variation due to the three 
levels involved (i.e., public, private non-religious, religious), the school type main 
effect was significant because of some major (or very stable) difference among the 
three groups. When the school type main effect was significant AND NOT the 
interaction, this difference among public, private non-religious, and religious schools 
existed without regard to position (i.e., all public school people collectively versus all 
private non-religious people collectively versus all religious school people 
collectively). When considering the variance due to position by school type (position 
by school type interaction effect), with the exception of one case, none of the 
interactions were statistically significant. For one question (peer coaching - ideal), the 
differences between positions and among school types were not stable for every 
position by school type combination. 
Post hoc pair wise comparisons with the Bonferroni and adjustment for 
familywise error were calculated for those questions where the F-test was significant. 
Within each pair wise comparison (public - private, public - religious, private - 
religious), the first group is always the reference group (see Table 10a). 
For the “clearly articulated performance standards” statement, results of the F- 
test indicated statistical significance at the p < 0.001 level for current school type. 
Further pair wise comparisons revealed statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level 
between public and private, which indicated that public teachers and supervisors 
tended to believe that performance is assessed against clearly articulated standards 
more so than private teachers and supervisors. The private - religious pair wise 
comparison revealed significance at the p < 0.05 level indicating that private teachers 
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and supervisors were less likely to agree that performance is assessed against clearly 
articulated standards than religious teachers and supervisors. 
For the “evaluation accurately reflects performance” statement, results of the 
F-test indicated statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level for ideal position with 
supervisors having a higher mean than teachers believing that evaluation accurately 
reflects performance more than teachers. 
For the “choosing from a variety of supervision options” statement, results of 
the F-test indicated statistical significance at the p < 0.01 level for current school type. 
Further pair wise comparisons revealed statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level 
between public and religious which indicated that the public group was less likely to 
i 
be supervised in a differentiated manner over the religious group. 
For the “developmental supervision” statement, results of the F-test indicated 
statistical significance at the p < 0.001 level for current school type. Further pair wise 
comparisons revealed statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level between the public - 
private group indicating that the public group was less likely to be supervised in a 
developmental approach than the private group. The public - religious pair wise 
comparison revealed significance at the p < 0.05 level indicating that the public group 
was also less likely to receive developmental supervision over the religious group. 
For the “clinical supervision” and “mentoring” statements, results of the F-test 
reveal statistical significance at the p < 0.001 level and p < 0.01, respectively, for 
current position with supervisors having a higher mean than teachers believing that 
both clinical supervision and mentoring are occurring more frequently. 
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For the “peer coaching” statement, results of the F-test reveal statistical 
significance for ideal position (p < 0.001), current school type (p < 0.001), and ideal 
school type (p < 0.05). Regarding ideal position, supervisors had a higher mean than 
teachers believing that peer coaching should occur on a more frequent basis. 
The current school type pair wise comparisons revealed statistical significance 
at the p < 0.05 level between public - private and public - religious, indicating that the 
public group was less likely to agree with peer coaching. The ideal school type pair 
wise comparisons revealed statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level between public 
- religious and private - religious indicating that the religious group was less likely to 
agree with peer coaching. 
For the “teachers being a part of the process of developing the methods by 
which they are supervised” statement, results of the F-test revealed statistical 
significance at the p < 0.01 level for current position with supervisors having a higher 
mean than teachers meaning that supervisors believe teachers are more a part of the 
process of developing the methods by which they are supervised on the current scale. 
Regarding current school type, F-test results indicate statistical significance at the p < 
0.05 level and p < 0.01 for ideal school type. Further pair wise comparisons between 
current public - religious and ideal public - religious indicate that in both cases the 
public group as a whole tended to agree more that teachers should be a part of 
developing the methods by which they are supervised. 
For the “relationship being characterized by trust, collaboration, openness” and 
“uses a variety of observation methods” statements, results of the F-test indicated 
statistical significance at the p < 0.05 level and p < 0.01 level respectively for current 
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position with supervisors having a higher mean than teachers meaning that supervisors 
currently believ e their relationship with their teachers is more characterized by 
positive qualities and that they use several methods to observe teachers. 
Table 11. Pairwise comparisons for each of the current and ideal measures that w ere 
significant by the F-test 
Item Stem 






Performance is assessed acamst 
Current 
Public - private 0.87* 0.17 
Public - religious 0.18 0.10 
Private - religious -0.69* 0.18 
Supervised m a manner winch Current Public - private -0.04 0.23 
variety of supervision cccocs Public - religious -0.46* 0.13 
Private - religious -0.42 0.24 
Supervised in a manner n± winch 
die supervisor takes into acccuni 
Current 
Public - private -0.46* 0.18 
the afcilitv and dev^foprnental Public - religious -0.37* 0.10 
level of a teacher. Private - religious 0.09 0.19 
Teachers within the school 
frequently observe one another 
Curran 
Public - private -0.77* 0.17 
for the purpose of professional Public - relimous -0.47* 0.10 
growth and coCaboratkxL Private - religious 0.30 0.18 
Ideal 
Public - private -0.20 0.17 
Public - religious 0.55* 0.10 
Private - religious 0.74* 0.18 
Teachers are a part of the 
process of developing the 
Current 
Public - private 0.18 0.21 
methods bv winch the*, are Public - religious 0.28* 0.12 
supervised. Private - religious 0.09 0.22 
Ideal 
Public - private 0.21 0.11 
Public - religious 0.40* 0.07 
Private - religious 0.19 0.12 
*p < .05 
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Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Greatest Strengths of Current 
Supervision/Evaluation System 
The responses of teachers and supervisors to open-ended questions were 
grouped into categories for the purpose of evaluating their overall responses. Results 
of teachers and supervisors open-ended statements concerning the greatest strengths of 
their current supervision/evaluation systems are presented in Table 12. 
Results of the individual responses of teachers and supervisors as well as the 
aggregate responses of their greatest strengths of their current supervision systems 
indicate several commonalties as well as differences. Teachers’ most frequent 
responses included communication/support within their supervisor/teacher relationship 
with religious teachers reporting three times as many responses as public and private 
school teachers. One teacher responded by saying “My supervisor really cares about 
how I’m doing as a teacher. He is very supportive and a great listener.” Another 
responded by stating that “Collaboration/communication between me and my 
supervisor is the greatest strength.” Teachers also indicated a high response rate for 
clinical supervision and frequent walkthrough observations. Regarding clinical 
supervision, one teacher stated that “The pre and post observation conferences are the 
greatest strengths. I feel it is extremely important to dialogue with my supervisor.” 
Regarding walkthroughs, one teacher responded by saying “Because all of the 
emphasis seems to be placed on the twice yearly observation, a ‘bad’ lesson could 
reflect the abilities of the teacher inaccurately. Therefore, I personally favor 
walkthroughs.” 
113 
Table 12. Categories of respondents’ statements concerning the greatest strengths of 























26% 34% 70% 40% 6% 40% 17% 15% 36% 
Clinical 
supervision model 29% 33% 10% 23% 13% 20% 25% 18% 22% 
Walkthroughs 17% 33% 12% 16% 25% 20% 25% 24% 17% 
Clearly stated 
expectations 
17% 0% 2% 11% 25% 20% 8% 18% 13% 
Mentoring 6% 0% 4% 5% 13% 0% 25% 15% 7% 
No strengths 5% 0% 2% 5% 18% 0% 0% 10% 5% 
Note. Percent values are based only on those participants who responded. 
Supervisors’ most frequent responses included walkthroughs, followed by 
clinical supervision, clearly stated expectations, communication/support, and 
mentoring. Lastly, the highest response from all teachers and supervisors combined 
was communication/support within the supervisor/teacher relationship at over 36 
percent followed by clinical supervision at nearly 22 percent and walkthroughs at 17 
percent. One supervisor’s response to the communication/support category stated 
“The open lines of communication between myself and my teaching staff concerning 
all aspects of classroom management and knowledge of subject material are the 
greatest strengths in our teacher supervision system.” Regarding walkthroughs, one 
supervisor said “I walk through classes daily, sometimes more than one time a day and 
view this as the greatest strength of our evaluation process.” With regards to 
mentoring, another supervisor stated “Our greatest strength is our clearly articulated 
mentoring program for teachers new to education or new to our school.” Lastly, a 
combined total of 5 percent of all teachers and supervisors reported that there were no 
strengths in their current supervision/evaluation system. One teacher’s response was 
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“There is not one strength of our current system. It seems as though the administration 
is trying to catch teachers doing something wrong.” Another teacher’s response 
included “It’s difficult to have any strengths when you do not respect your 
administrator.” 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Greatest Weaknesses of 
Current Supervision/Evaluation System 
Results of teachers’ and supervisors’ open-ended statements concerning the 
greatest weaknesses of their current supervision/evaluation systems are presented in 
Table 13. 
Results of the individual responses of teachers and supervisors as well as the 
aggregate responses of their greatest weaknesses of their current supervision systems 
include several commonalties as well as differences. The largest category for teachers 
and supervisors was the lack of walkthroughs or frequent observations category. One 
teacher stated “One observation isn’t valid. A person who walks by my room on a 
daily basis would have a better idea of how the classroom is run.” The next two 
highest categories for teachers were not enough time for the supervision process and a 
lack of communication and support within the supervisor/teacher relationship. Lastly, 
both private teachers and supervisors reported 29% and 33% respectively in the 
category of expectations not clearly stated. One teacher’s comment was “There are no 
expectations and have been none since I’ve been here - 15 years!” 
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Table 13. Categories of respondents’ statements concerning the greatest weaknesses of 






















time 12% 0% 22% 14% 82% 67% 78% 78% 23% 




8% 0% 7% 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 












13% 28% 16% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13% 
No weaknesses 8% 0% 16% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 
Note. Percent values are based only on those participants who responded. 
Supervisors’ most frequent responses included not enough time in the 
supervision process at 78 percent. One supervisor commented by saying “There is not 
enough time to visit classrooms. My goal is daily visits. There is not enough time to 
discuss the teaching/leaming process with the teacher. I want more of this!” Another 
supervisor stated that “There is not enough time, help, and support to allow the 
principal to do the job. It should be a vehicle for professionalism - it isn’t! There are 
too many staff members to evaluate!” Lastly, the overall highest category from all the 
teachers and supervisors combined was in the area of not enough walkthroughs. 
Teachers’ and Supervisors’ Statements of Major Components in an Ideal 
Supervision/Evaluation System 
Results of teachers’ and supervisors’ open-ended statements concerning the 
major components of an ideal supervision/evaluation system are presented in Table 14. 
Results of the individual responses of teachers and supervisors as well as the aggregate 
responses of their major components of an ideal supervision system indicate several 
commonalties as well as differences. Teachers’ most frequent responses included 
communication/support within the supervisor/teacher relationship with a total of 32 
percent of all teachers reporting with fairly equal distribution. One teacher stated that 
“The major components are communication, trust, and fairness. Open and caring and 
the idea that we’re in this together as opposed to teacher vs. administrator.” Another 
teacher stated “Major components would include a collaborative approach to 
supervision with both teacher and supervisor creating goals.” A supervisor’s response 
to this question was “Communication/openness by both parties to view teaching as a 
continual growth process.” The next highest category for teachers was in the category 
of peer observation at 19 percent. Regarding peer observations, one teacher stated “I’d 
also like to see peer coaching amongst teachers” and another commented “I feel the 
more teachers who observe other teachers for the purpose of professional growth is a 
great idea! We could all learn a lot from each other!” 
Supervisors’ most frequent responses included clinical supervision with 26 
percent and a close second was communication/support with a total of 24 percent 
reporting. Regarding clinical supervision, one supervisor stated “To have a pre¬ 
conference, goal setting, and post observation meeting quarterly at least to help 
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Table 14. Categories of respondents’ statements concerning the major components of 






















support 31% 30% 35% 32% 14% 25% 38% 24% 31% 
Peer observation 




14% 10% 15% 14% 24% 25% 31% 26% 16% 
Mentoring 12% 10% 11% 12% 19% 25% 0% 13% 12% 
Walkthroughs 12% 20% 15% 13% 14% 25% 23% 18% 14% 
Student/parent 
input 9% 10% 13% 10% 5% 0% 0% 3% 8% 
Note. Percent values are based only on those participants who responded. 
teachers reflect on their own teaching.” Lastly, the highest response from all the 
teachers and supervisors combined was in the categories of communication/ 
support/trust at 31 percent, peer observations at 19 percent, clinical supervision at 16 
percent, and walkthroughs at 14 percent. 
Summary 
The preceding analysis of survey responses indicates that both teachers and 
supervisors share many common perceptions regarding the ideal teacher supervision 
system but differ in their perceptions of the current supervision systems. Supervisors 
generally perceive a higher match between current and ideal conditions in comparison 
to teachers. Moreover, the preceding analysis indicates that there are differences 




FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Overview of the Study and Summary of Results 
The Massachusetts Education Reform Act (Massachusetts Bill Review, 1993) 
calls for strict accountability measures in public education in order to ensure a high 
quality education for all students. Some indicators of quality assurance are mandates 
and guidelines regarding teacher supervision and evaluation at the local level. 
Although designed to improve teacher performance and ultimately student 
achievement, the rigid, standardized, and formal nature of most supervision and 
evaluation models undermines collegiality between administrators and teachers. The 
focus of supervision and evaluation tends to be summative and as a result teachers do 
not consistently perceive supervision and evaluation as an experience which fosters 
trust and communication. Rather, the experience for many teachers can feel high 
stakes. In some instances, the experience may feel more contrived due to increasingly 
complex job demands which prevent supervisors and teachers from investing the 
required time and planning in developing and implementing models of supervision and 
evaluation that demonstrably affect teaching and learning. 
The literature review in chapter 2 presented models of supervision and 
evaluation that emphasized growth and development, or a formative evaluation 
approach, over summative and potentially more threatening accountability focused 
models of supervision. Many of the models discussed in the literature review 
underscore the importance of supervisors acting as mentors, coaches and facilitators. 
The literature similarly delineates the need for supervision to be a collaborative and 
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empowering process that responds to the personal and professional needs of individual 
teachers. The absence of these critical elements of effective supervision can create a 
climate wherein teachers view supervision as a weapon and a means of retribution 
(Zepeda & Ponticell, 1998). When trust, collaboration, communication, and 
empowerment are lacking in the supervisory relationship, teachers are not likely to 
engage in the process and therefore less likely to modify and improve on their 
instructional practice. As a result, one of the primary aims of supervision, to improve 
teaching and learning, is not met. Supervision runs the risk of becoming a 
mechanistic, management strategy that values bureaucratic accountability above 
learning, growth, and development over time. As a state with legislative mandates 
regarding supervision and evaluation, Massachusetts provided an excellent setting for 
examining supervisors’ and teachers’ perceptions of an ideal supervisory system 
compared with actual experience. 
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of classroom 
teachers and supervisors to better understand supervision and evaluation. Specifically, 
the study sought to describe: 
1. The perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their current supervisory 
system; 
2. The perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their ideal teacher 
supervisory system; 
3. The differences between teacher and supervisory perceptions of current 
supervisory practices; 
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4. The differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of ideal supervisory 
practices; 
5. Any variation that exists between public, private/non-religious, and religious 
schools regarding teacher and supervisor perceptions of ideal and current system. 
More specifically, this study explored and was guided by the following research 
questions: 
1. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their current 
supervisory system? 
A. How often are teachers supervised? 
B. What supervision models are used in the process? 
C. Who is involved in the process (e.g. supervisors, parents, peers, students)? 
D. What criteria are used for evaluation? 
E. Is the teacher and supervisor relationship characterized by trust, 
collaboration, and a shared commitment to professional growth? 
F. Do teachers receive substantive feedback in the supervisory process and to 
what extent? 
G. Are teachers part of the process of developing methods by which they are 
supervised? 
H. Are others such as students and parents allowed to provide feedback on the 
performance of teachers? 
2. What are the perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding their ideal teacher 
supervision system? 
A. How often should teachers be supervised? 
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B. What supervision models should be used in the process? 
C. Who should be involved in the supervisory process (e.g. supervisors, 
parents, peers, students)? 
D. What criteria should be used for evaluation? 
E. Should the teacher and supervisor relationship be characterized by trust, 
collaboration, and a shared commitment to professional growth? 
F. Should teachers receive substantive feedback in the supervisory process 
and to what extent? 
G. Should teachers be part of the process of developing methods by which 
they are supervised? 
H. Should others such as students and parents be allowed to provide feedback 
on the performance of teachers? 
3. Are there differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of current 
supervisory practices? 
4. Are there differences between teacher and supervisor perceptions of ideal 
supervisory practices? 
5. Are there differences between public, private/non-religious, and religious schools, 
regarding teacher and supervisor perceptions of the current and ideal system? 
In the present supervision system, informal supervision ranged from never to 
daily, with formal supervision occurring annually or two to three times per year. 
Teachers and supervisors reported that all five models of supervision are used in the 
supervisory process (clinical supervision, peer coaching, differentiated supervision, 
developmental supervision, and mentoring). Teachers and supervisors reported 
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criteria being used for supervision and evaluation in the current system consist of 
classroom observations, lesson plans, and professional developmental activities. 
Teachers and supervisors felt that their current system of supervision is characterized 
by trust, collaboration, and a shared commitment to professional growth, however 
supervisors agreed more. 
On the ideal scale, teachers and supervisors feel that supervision should occur 
more frequently. Both groups indicate that walkthroughs are particularly important 
and should occur more often. Teachers and supervisors identified the aforementioned 
underlying beliefs and values (trust, collaboration, empowerment, and reflection) and 
the five models of supervision as critical elements of an ideal supervision process. 
Results from the study show that teachers and supervisors feel more people should be 
involved in the supervisory process. Each group felt that supervision should include 
input from other teachers, parents, and students. Along with input from other teachers, 
parents, and students, all respondents state that classroom observations and lesson 
plans should contribute to supervision. Teachers and supervisors emphatically agreed 
that the teacher supervisor relationship should be characterized by trust, collaboration, 
and a shared commitment to professional growth. Both groups also agreed that 
teachers should receive substantive feedback in the supervisory process; teachers 
should be a part of the process of developing the methods by which they are 
supervised; and students and parents should be allowed to provide feedback on the 
performance of teachers. 
Findings indicate statistically significant differences between supervisors and 
teachers in five areas with the supervisor having a higher mean in every instance. The 
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five areas include clinical supervision, mentoring, teachers being a part of developing 
the methods by which they are supervised, using a variety of methods to gather data 
about classroom performance, and a trusting, collaborative, and open relationship. On 
the ideal scale, statistical significance occurred in only two areas, peer coaching and 
performance evaluation accurately reflects performance, with the supervisor having a 
higher mean. 
Responses differed according to school type on the current scale. Pair-wise 
comparisons show that private and religious teachers and supervisors were more 
inclined to be currently implementing developmental supervision, peer coaching, and 
differentiated supervision than public educators. Public and religious teachers and 
supervisors, more than their private counterparts, believe that their performance is 
assessed against clearly articulated performance standards. Public school educators 
felt that they were more involved in developing the methods by which they are 
supervised than religious educators. 
Responses differed according to school type on the ideal scale. Pair-wise 
comparisons indicate that public and private teachers and supervisors would be more 
inclined to implement peer coaching than religious educators. Moreover, public 
teachers and supervisors believe that teachers should be a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are supervised more so than their religious 
counterparts. 
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Comparison of Results with the Literature 
The findings of the study demonstrate that although teachers and supervisors 
differ on the current scale, they share common perceptions of an ideal supervisory 
system. The ideal supervision system reflected the recurring themes represented in the 
research. Effective supervisors should demonstrate values of trust and collaboration 
and believe that the supervisory relationship should facilitate empowerment and 
reflection for teachers and supervisors. 
Ideally, teachers and supervisors desire a supervisory process in which 
expectations are collaboratively determined, clearly articulated, and reflective of 
individual teachers’ needs. In an ideal model, teachers and supervisors participate in a 
formal observation process that fosters useful, relevant, and specific feedback based on 
observable teacher behaviors. The teacher and supervisor work together to analyze the 
significance of the data and determine how it will be used to facilitate improvement in 
instructional practice. The data utilized to analyze teacher performance and set 
meaningful goals is derived from a variety of sources and collected jointly by teachers 
and supervisors. The overall representation gleaned from this type of data collection 
and supervisory process presents a comprehensive overview of teacher performance as 
opposed to an artificial snapshot of teacher performance. In an ideal system, teachers 
and supervisors see the supervision process as differentiated and carefully tailored to 
meet the unique needs of each teacher. The process presupposes that assistance, in the 
form of peer coaching and/or intensive mentoring will be provided to teachers who 
require more structured support to attain acceptable levels of proficiency and evidence 
125 
improvement. The emphasis in an ideal system is on helping and retaining teachers 
rather than gathering evidence to drive teachers out of the system. 
The perceptions of teachers and supervisors regarding an ideal system of 
supervision aligned closely with the work of several theorists in supervision and 
evaluation. Numerous studies (Brandt, 1996; Bureau, 1993; Costa & Garmston, 1994; 
Daresh & Playko, 1995; Grimmett et al., 1992; McLaughlin & Pfeifer, 1986; Nolan, et 
al., 1993; Sergiovanni, 1982; Young & Heichberger, 1975) stress the need for 
supervisors and teachers to share relationships grounded in open and honest 
communication, collaborative effort, and high levels of mutual trust. The research in 
this study demonstrated that both teachers and supervisors view trust as a foundational 
belief of any effective supervision model. Without trust, collaboration and 
empowerment are unlikely to flourish within the supervision process. 
Congruence between the perceptions of teachers and supervisors on the ideal 
scale similarly demonstrated the importance of empowerment as a critical belief or 
value in the supervisory process. The research supports this assumption that 
empowerment plays a critical role in facilitating organizational improvement and 
teacher growth (Covey, 1990; Rosenholtz, 1991). Empowerment does not align with 
rigid accountability focused models of supervision, which emphasize bureaucratic 
control over cooperation. Throughout the literature, empowerment is a theme that 
calls for the supervisory process to facilitate continuous improvement in teaching and 
school culture. My research findings support this premise. Both teachers and 
supervisors felt that ideally supervision should be based on a trusting relationship in 
which teachers were empowered to assess and direct their professional growth. Self- 
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direction and self-assessment in the supervisory process imply that teachers need to be 
active participants in developing appropriate methods of supervision and evaluation. 
Teachers and supervisors agreed that an ideal supervision model includes research 
based models of supervision. Namely, teachers and supervisors felt strongly about the 
importance of mentoring (Huling-Austin, 1992), differentiated supervision (Glatthom, 
1997), peer coaching (Joyce & Showers, 1996), and clinical supervision with 
substantive feedback (Cogan, 1973; and Goldhammer, 1969). The responses on the 
ideal scale in the study clearly demonstrated support for the five models of supervision 
synthesized in the literature review. The responses of supervisors reflect the research 
that indicates that structured, intensive supervision with frequent monitoring is a 
lengthy process (Daresh & Playko, 1995). 
In general, the findings showed considerable disagreement between supervisors 
and teachers on the current scale. On nearly all categories on the current scale, 
supervisors perceived the supervision process to be more trusting and more effective 
than teachers did. The disparity represented in teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions 
on the current scale reflects the research findings presented in Chapter 2 (Carter, 1996; 
Clark, 1998; Cline & Holifield, 1997; Dias, 1994; McKerrow, 1996; Schreiner, 1995; 
Shen, 1998). Throughout the research and in this study, it is evident that a clear 
distinction exists between teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions regarding their 
current supervisory system. 
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Generalizabilitv and Limitations of the Study 
The integrity and accuracy of the study is dependent upon the honesty of the 
participants. Participants were assured that their responses would be held in strict 
confidence in an effort to encourage straightforward and honest responses. High 
response rates from public and parochial teachers and supervisors enabled the results 
of this study to be generalized throughout the state. Low response rates from private 
educators and supervisors limited the degree to which the study could be interpreted as 
representative of perceptions across the state. 
In order to encourage responses to the survey, I consciously limited the number 
of response items. While guaranteeing that the survey will be manageable and 
practical, limiting responses restricts the depth of participant reflection and analysis. 
These limitations could be addressed by incorporating more qualitative research 
approaches such as in-depth interviews and follow up focus groups to gain more 
insight around teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions. 
Suggestions for Future Research 
Further research on teacher supervision should analyze effective methods for 
nurturing the supervisory relationship so that communication and honesty create a 
climate in which co-constructed concepts of teacher development and school 
improvement can thrive. Researchers should examine possible ways of integrating 
these components into a high quality supervisory model, based on existing research of 
effective supervision and incorporating teachers’ perceptions to address the gaps in the 
current system. The danger that currently exists is that supervisors have a false sense 
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of security regarding the nature of supervision/evaluation, and the teacher/supervisor 
relationship on the current scale. This undoubtedly holds true for most 
supervisor/subordinate relationships. Teachers, supervisors, and researchers need to 
devise a way to analyze the incongruity between teachers’ and supervisors’ 
perceptions of supervision to create a model based on ongoing dialogue. The dialogue 
should act as a vehicle for connecting teachers’ experience with supervisors’ 
perceptions in order to close the gap between current reality and an ideal and 
collaborative vision of effective supervision and evaluation. 
Implications For Teachers. Supervisors, and Researchers 
The findings of this study indicate that supervisors and teachers in Western 
Massachusetts hold similar perceptions of the values and operational parameters 
(models of supervision) and behaviors inherent in an ideal teacher supervision system. 
The perceptions of teachers’ and supervisors’ ideally reflect the fundamental concepts 
regarding effective teacher supervision in contemporary research. The perceptions 
represented in this study, as well as research regarding best practices in teacher 
supervision provide a direction for improving teacher supervision and a framework for 
developing a more tailored and communicative approach to fostering teacher growth. 
The wide gap between teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions on the current 
scale is cause for concern and is attributed to several factors which if amended, may 
allow both parties to reach the desired ideal. The results of this study reinforce that 
effective supervision should be collaborative in design, differentiated in its approach, 
characterized by a trusting and open relationship between the teacher and supervisor. 
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and assessed against clearly articulated performance standards. First, although 
supervisors grasp what constitutes effective supervision on the ideal scale, admitting 
anything less on the current scale could be interpreted as lacking in performance on 
the supervisor’s part and thus the rationale for a more favored view of oneself 
Supervisors may believe that they are actually performing such duties consistently and 
effectively when in fact they are not. Whether defined as human nature or something 
else, it is difficult to look into a mirror and constructively criticize oneself A possible 
solution beyond supervisors eliminating all bias and being totally honest in their 
perceptions of themselves and current supervision would be for both teachers and 
supervisors to actively engage in concurrent feedback regarding any concerns they 
might have. 
Second, in contrast, teachers’ responses on the current scale might be lower 
because of a lack of understanding on their part regarding supervision and evaluation 
and the necessary time involved to do a quality job. Many teachers have a myopic 
view of supervision as a one time classroom observation and misinterpret formative 
supervision for summative evaluation, thereby disregarding other aspects of 
supervision such as lesson plan review, student and assessment samples, daily 
walkthroughs, duty station visits, and personal reflection. The current gap between 
teachers and supervisors perceptions may close when teachers begin to consistently 
view supervision as a reflective and formative process whereby teachers are 
responsible for their own growth with the support and collaboration of a trusting 
administrator. It is incumbent upon supervisors however, to convey the positive value 
of effective supervision which will also help close the gap. Due to time constraints. 
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supervisors are unable to consistently carry out their supervisory duties effectively and 
thus run the risk of a negative judgment from teachers, who do not always understand 
a supervisor’s overloaded schedule. One solution would be to obtain additional 
assistance as well as opt for a more differentiated approach. 
Third, another reason for the wide gap between teachers and supervisors on the 
current scale which affects both groups could be attributed to the collective bargaining 
agreement in public schools. Union issues may affect both teachers and supervisors 
causing supervisors to view themselves more favorably and teachers to respond more 
negatively. Supervisors often have a “do what is required by contract mentality” when 
it comes to supervision and oftentimes only fulfill the union contract agreement which 
takes precedence and falls well below what constitutes quality supervision and is 
viewed negatively by teachers. In a sense, supervisors may believe they are doing a 
good job supervising teachers because they are meeting the requirements of the union 
contract which may only be one formal visit per year. The contract may also restrict 
the supervisor as to how teachers are supervised and the frequency of supervision. 
Interestingly, some teachers reported in this study that supervision was lacking with 
regards to removing ineffective teachers. Conversely, supervisors voiced their 
concern that strong unions assisted in allowing mediocre teachers to remain in their 
current position, making it very difficult for supervisors to remove them. One solution 
would be to eliminate the practice of tenure and the notion of the “protected teacher” 
under the union contract. Following the practices similar to the business world 
whereby reviews are generally conducted annually, absent of tenure, and the team 
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approach centered around positive growth is at the forefront, will assist in retaining 
quality teachers year in and year out. 
Lastly, the wide gap between supervisors and teachers on the current scale may 
also be attributed to the current top down management hierarchy of many school 
districts’ supervision/evaluation system causing teachers to respond less favorably. 
The research is clear that empowered organizations can lead to greater gains for the 
entire organization (Rosenholtz, 1991). Shen’s (1998) research made clear the wide 
disparity between teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions regarding teacher 
involvement within their respective schools with teachers responding much lower than 
supervisors on their sense of ownership within the school. One solution would be a 
shift from top-down management to site-based management as defined in the literature 
review in this study (Cross & Reitzug, 1996; David, 1996). 
Both teachers and supervisors will reach the ideal that they both desire 
regarding supervision and evaluation when supervisors are more honest with 
themselves regarding their own performance, teachers fully understand the distinction 
between supervision and evaluation, collective bargaining agreements allow more 
flexibility within the contract, top-down management is replaced by site-based 
management, and there is more time allotted for supervisors to be fully engaged in the 
supervision/evaluation process. 
Results from this study indicate that there are differences among school types 
and that these differences might be attributed to a variety of factors. There were 
several areas of disparity on the current scale between the various school types in this 
study. Religious schools were more likely to support the communication/support 
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theme with regards to the teacher/supervisor relationship than public and private 
educators. Public schools were less likely to agree with alternative forms of 
supervision than religious and private schools. Lastly, private schools were less likely 
to believe that performance is assessed against clearly articulated than their religious 
and public counterparts. 
Religious school responses on the open ended question regarding strengths of 
the current supervision system, were considerably higher than the responses from the 
private and public teachers in the communication/support theme of supervisor-teacher 
relationship. In the religious school, basic faith-based tenets of support, love, and 
patience point to a common ideal that should be held by teachers and supervisors alike. 
One possible explanation may be that in private and public schools there is diversity in 
the student, teacher, and supervisor population. The focus is less on religious faith and 
more on societal standards of educational expectations. While Massachusetts public 
schools have clearly defined curriculum frameworks and private schools are less 
regulated, the ground upon which evaluation of educational practices is based does not 
consist of the primary common belief that religious schools have. The high positive 
response among religious educators, therefore, could be the direct result of all staff 
holding firm to the religious tenets of love and harmony within relationships as the 
basis for providing an education. 
Public schools were less likely to agree with alternative forms of supervision 
than religious and private educators. The private and religious schools polled do not 
have teaching unions with which educational policy must be determined. Public 
schools do have these unions which standardize the scope of classroom supervision. 
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Oftentimes, in the study, public school teachers and supervisors expressed that they 
would like more constructive and frequent supervision in the classroom. The hidden 
obstacle is union regulations, which give clear guidelines, usually in terms of an 
annual observation. The union’s regulations can be difficult to overcome, so the 
resulting disparity in perceptions might come from restrictions or the unwillingness to 
go beyond what is required, whether out of fear of repercussions or lack of time. In 
religious and private schools, the absence of a union might allow for more flexibility 
to oversee change without restriction. Furthermore, public schools tend to have a 
more crowded environment, placing stress on teachers not only to cover the 
curriculum frameworks, but also to serve as parent, disciplinarian, and counselor. 
With these added duties as well as union and MC AS restrictions, the public school 
educators might feel overwhelmed and be less apt on the current scale to accept other 
forms of alternative supervision. 
Lastly, private school personnel were less likely to believe that performance is 
assessed against clearly articulated standards than their religious and public 
counterparts. In the private schools, educators are not often viewed as teachers by 
trade, but as experts in a subject area. Many teachers are new graduates of top 
colleges and most are not certified teachers. Without clearly defined performance 
standards, the educator is given great leeway in how to run a classroom. In 
Massachusetts, private schools need not design lessons around the MCAS, providing 
freedom and individualism in the classroom. Also, the class size, due to admissions 
procedures and performance expectations placed on students, tends to be one-half to 
one-third the size of public and parochial schools. This can go a long way in reducing 
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the class management issues seen in the other types of schools, especially public. 
With this in mind, private schools are less regulated and more inclined to allow the 
teacher greater academic freedom, and therefore the perception that there is a lack of 
clearly articulated performance standards. 
If the ultimate goal of supervision and evaluation is to improve teaching and 
learning which, in turn, leads to overall school improvement, we need to analyze the 
goals of supervision and evaluation in light of overarching goals for school 
improvement. Strategies similar to those espoused in backward curriculum design 
models and organizational theory that focus on beginning with a clear understanding 
of desired outcomes may be applicable to supervision and evaluation. It is important 
therefore for supervisors, teachers, and various stakeholders in the education arena to 
collectively specify what effective supervision should accomplish and the best 
method(s) of implementation to achieve the desired ends, which is improved teacher 





Clinical Supervision Model 
Pioneers - Cogan, Goldhammer, Anderson, Krajewski 
Participants - Teachers and Supervisors 
Theme - A formalized process for the observation of teachers involving four major steps 
Major Components 
A) Pre observation conference - Teacher and supervisor converse about the upcoming 
lesson 
B) Classroom observation - Supervisor observes teacher using some form of data 
collection 
C) Analysis of observational data and strategy - Supervisor analyzes data and prepares 
for post observation conference; questions to consider - Did learning take place for the 
majority of the students in the classroom? Are there issues a supervisor must address 
with the teacher? 
D) Post observation conference - Supervisor and teacher discuss, analyze, and interpret 
the data culminating with a plan for instructional improvement 
Developmental Supervision Model 
Pioneers - Carl Glickman & Gordon, & Ross-Gordon 
Participants - Teachers and Supervisors 
Theme - Teachers function at various developmental levels and thus supervisors need to 
use a developmental approach ranging from directive to non-directive supervision 
Major Components 
A) Directive Control Supervision - Supervisor directs a teacher in what will or will not be 
done. Used for teachers functioning at very low developmental levels 
B) Directive Informational Supervision - Supervisor directs a teacher in choosing 
alternatives for the teacher. Supervisor standardizes time and criteria of expected results. 
Used for teachers functioning at fairly low developmental levels and when the expertise 
and credibility of the supervisor far outweighs the teacher’s own ability and experience 
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C) Collaborative Supervision - Supervisor and teacher mutually participate in making 
instructional decisions by presenting ideas as solutions to problems and negotiating a 
common course of action. Used for teachers functioning at moderate to high 
developmental levels 
D) Non Directive Supervision - Supervisor plays the role of active listener or sounding 
board for teacher who makes his/her own decisions; the teacher exerts high control and 
the supervisor low control free of judgment; used for teachers who function at high 
developmental levels and possess great expertise, commitment and more responsibility 
for a particular decision than the supervisor 
Differentiated Supervision Model 
Pioneer - Alan Glatthom 
Participants - Teachers and Supervisors 
Theme - Teachers are allowed a different choice of supervision 
Major Components 
A) (See Clinical Supervision Table) 
B) Cooperative Professional Development - Process by which two or more teachers agree 
to work together for their own professional growth by discussing/sharing professional 
careers, observing each other’s classes, and giving each other feedback 
C) Self-Directed Development - Teacher works independently directing his/her own 
professional growth, follows a goal-oriented program having access to resources such as 
video tapes, student feedback, literature, courses and workshops 
D) Administrative monitoring - The brief informal observation by a supervisor; generally 
all teachers receive administrative monitoring 
Peer Coaching Model 
Pioneers - Joyce & Showers 
Participants - Teachers 
Theme - A collaborative process which involves teams of educators engaged in 
constructive dialogue about teaching and learning 
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Major Characteristics 
A) Known by many names - peer supervision, collegial supervision, cognitive coaching, 
reflective coaching 
B) Centered on a foundation of trust and collaboration 
C) Coaching aspect - non-judgmental - evaluative feedback for the coach - the one who is 
teaching; coached - the one observing 
D) Usage of a variety of data collection instruments 
Mentoring Model 
Pioneers - Huling-Austin, Reiman, Theis-Sprinthall 
Participants - Teachers and Supervisors 
Theme - A formalized induction involving novice teachers and mentor teachers 
Major Components 
A) Frequent contact between mentor and novice 
B) Appropriate schedule and release time as well as load reduction 
C) Whole group meetings of: mentors and novices, novices only, and mentors only 
D) Proper training for mentors 
E) Administrative support 
Goals 
A) Improve teaching performance 
B) Retain novice teachers 
C) Transmit the culture of the school system and general policies of the individual school 




Teacher Supervision/Evaluation in the Pioneer Valley of Western Massachusetts 
Teacher Survey 
Please respond to the questions contained in this survey and return the survey to 
the school office in the envelope which you have sealed, where it will be picked up in 
two weeks. For your convenience in returning the survey, an envelope has been 
provided. Thank you for your assistance in responding to and returning this survey. 
Please return the survey on or before: November 8, 2002. 
Your answers will be combined with those of teachers throughout the Pioneer 
Valley and only total responses and averaged ratings will be reported. No school district, 
individual school, or individual respondent will be identified in the reporting of the 
survey results. 
For the purposes of this survey: 
• the term “teacher supervision/evaluation” should be construed to include all 
practices which promote teacher growth and development and which are used 
to make evaluative judgments about a teacher’s performance: 
• the term “supervisor” should be interpreted to mean the individual who bears 
formal responsibility for supervising and evaluating you. 
This survey is 4 pages in length and contains 6 sections: 
Section 1: Demographic Information 
Section 2. Current Teacher Supervision/Evaluation Beliefs 
Section 3: Ideal Teacher Supervision/Evaluation Beliefs 
Section 4: Supervision Criterion 
Section 5: How Teachers Are Supervised 
Section 6: General Perceptions 
Please call me at 413 739-1161 if you have any questions or concerns. 
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TEACHER SURVEY 
SECTION 1: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Please respond to the following questions: 
1. Sex (check one) _Male _Female 
2. How many years have you been a teacher?_years. 
3. How many years have you been a teacher in the present school district?_years. 
4. The school where you are currently teaching is_public, _private/non-religious, or 
_religious? (Check one) 
5. What grade level(s) do you teach? 
6. What degrees do you hold? Bachelors Masters C.A.G.S. Doctorate 
SECTION 2: CURRENT TEACHER SUPERVISION/EVALUATION PERCEPTIONS, PRACTICES, 
BELIEFS, VALUES 
Please circle the response which most accurately reflects your perceptions of your present 
supervision/evaluation system. 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
7. My performance is assessed against clearly articulated performance standards. 
8. My performance evaluation accurately reflects my performance. 
9. When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my planning and preparation, (subject, 
knowledge, materials, assessment, selecting instructional goals). 
10. When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my classroom environment, (rapport, 
discipline, time space). 
11. When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my instruction, (active teaching, clarity, 
delivery, principles of learning). 
12. When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my professional responsibilities 
(professional development, showing professionalism, communication with families). 
13.1 am supervised in a manner which consists of choosing from a variety of, 
supervision options, such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or administrative walkthroughs. 
14.1 am supervised in a manner in which the supervisor takes into account the ability 
and developmental level of a teacher. 
15.1 am supervised by a process which involves a pre-observation conference, an 




SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
Continued on back 4 
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Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
16. Mentoring is an option provided for supervision in our building. 
17. Teachers within our school frequently observe one another for the purpose of 
professional growth and collaboration. 
18. Teachers are a part of the process of developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
19. Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my relationship with my 
supervisor is characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, openness, and 
a shared commitment to my professional growth. 
20. My supervisor uses a variety of observation methods to gather data about my 
classroom performance. 




SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
Please circle the response which most accurately represents your view of the ideal supervision/evaluation 
system. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 
IDEAL 
21. My performance should be assessed against clearly articulated performance SA A N D SD 
standards. 
22. My performance evaluation should accurately reflect my performance. 
23.1 should be supervised in a manner which consists of choosing from a variety of 
supervision options, such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or administrative walkthroughs. 
24.1 should be supervised in a manner in which the supervisor takes into account 
the ability and developmental level of a teacher. 
25.1 should be supervised by a process which involves a pre-observation conference, 
an observation and a post-observation conference. 
26. Mentoring should be an option provided for supervision in our building. 
27. Teachers within our school should frequently observe one another for the purpose 
of professional growth and collaboration. 
28. Teachers should be a part of the process of developing the methods by which 
they are supervised. 
29. Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my relationship with my 
supervisor should be characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my professional growth. 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
30. My supervisor should use a variety of observation methods to gather data 
about my classroom performance. 
SA A N D SD 
Continued on back 
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SECTION 4: SUPERVISION DATA SOURCE 
The following sources are often used to judge and /or evaluate teachers as a part of the supervisory process. 
For each source, indicate: (1) whether it is currently used to supervise your performance, and (2) whether 
you think it should be used to supervise your performance. Please add and rate other sources that are 
currently used or should be used if you regard necessary. 
Supervision Data Source 
Currently Used To 
Supervise My Teaching 
(circle one) 




31. Classroom observation 
(descriptive narrative) Yes No Yes No 
32. Classroom observation (systematic 
observation, e.g., class traffic, student 
on-task behavior, types of teacher 
questions) Yes No Yes No 
33. Classroom observation (rating scale) Yes No Yes No 
34. Student test scores Yes No Yes No 
35. Input from students Yes No Yes No 
36. Input from parents Yes No Yes No 
37. Input from other teachers Yes No Yes No 
38. Professional development activities Yes No Yes No 
39. Lesson plans Yes No Yes No 
40. Other (specify) 
Yes No Yes No 
Yes No Yes No 
SECTION 5: HOW TEACHERS ARE SUPERVISED 
The following questions ask about how teachers are supervised. Please check all that apply. 
41. Who is responsible for supervising you formally? (pre-observation conference, observation, post- 
observation conference) 
_Principal _Asst. Principal _Head of School _Dept. Chair _Other (specify)_ 
42. How often are you supervised formally?_daily _once a week _once a month _2 
times per year _once per year _other (specify)_. 
43. Who is responsible for supervising you informally? (walk-throughs) _Principal _Asst. 
Principal _Head of School _Dept. Chair _Other (specify)_ 
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44. How often are you supervised informally? _daily _once a week _once a month _ 
2 times per year _once per year _other (specify)_. 
45. After you have been observed in the classroom, about how much input do you have in the discussion or 
conference that takes place afterward? 
_no input _a little input _a lot of input _no discussion/conference takes place. 
46. How often do you meet with your supervisor to establish goals for your professional growth or 
performance improvement? 
_never _2 times per year _once a year _other (specify)_. 
SECTION 6: GENERAL PERCEPTIONS 
The following questions seek your input regarding strengths and weaknesses of your present supervision 
system as well as your general perceptions regarding an ideal supervision system. Please provide a 
response to each of the following questions: 
47. What do you feel are the greatest strengths of your school’s current teacher supervision/evaluation 
system? (Attach additional paper if necessary) 
48. What do you feel are the greatest weaknesses of your school’s current teacher supervision/evaluation 
system? (Attach additional paper if necessary) 
49. What do you think are the major components of an ideal supervision/evaluation system? (Attach 
additional paper if necessary) 
Thank you for completing this survey. 




Teacher Supervision/Evaluation in the Pioneer Valley of Western Massachusetts 
Supervisor Survey 
Please respond to the questions contained in this survey and return the survey to 
the school office in the envelope which you have sealed, where it will be picked up in 
two weeks. For your convenience in returning the survey, an envelope has been 
provided. Thank you for your assistance in responding to and returning this survey. 
Please return the survey on or before: November 8, 2002. 
Your answers will be combined with those of supervisors throughout the Pioneer 
Valley and only total responses and averaged ratings will be reported. No school district, 
individual school, or individual respondent will be identified in the reporting of the 
survey results. 
For the purposes of this survey: 
• the term “teacher supervision/evaluation” should be construed to include all 
practices which promote teacher growth and development and which are used 
to make evaluative judgments about a teacher’s performance: 
• the term “supervisor” should be interpreted to mean the individual who bears 
formal responsibility for supervising and evaluating teachers. 
This survey is 4 pages in length and contains 6 sections: 
Section 1: Demographic Information 
Section 2: Current Teacher Supervision/Evaluation Beliefs 
Section 3: Ideal Teacher Supervision/Evaluation Beliefs 
Section 4: Supervision Criterion 
Section 5: How Teachers Are Supervised 
Section 6: General Perceptions 
Please call me at 413 739-1161 if you have any questions or concerns. 
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SUPERVISOR SURVEY 
SECTION 1: DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Please respond to the following questions: 
1. Sex (check one) _Male _Female 
2. How many years have you been a supervisor? _years. 
3. How many years have you been a supervisor in the present school district? _ 
4. The school where you currently supervise is_public, _private/non-religious, or 
_religious? (Check one) 
5. What grade level(s) do you supervise?__ 
6. What degrees do you hold? __ Bachelors _Masters _C.A.G.S. _Doctorate 
SECTION 2: HBHBmwMCHER SJPERVISION/EVALUATION PRACTICES, BELIEFS, 
VALUES 
Please circle the response which most accurately reflects your perceptions of your present 
supervision/evaluation system. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 
CURRENT 
7.1 assess the teacher’s performance against clearly articulated performance SA A N D SD 
standards. 
8. The teacher’s performance evaluation accurately reflects his/her performance. SA A N D SD 
9. Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their planning and preparation SA A N D SD 
(subject, knowledge, materials, assessment, selecting instructional goals). 
10. Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their classroom environment, (rapport, SA A N D SD 
discipline, time, space). 
11. Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their instruction (active teaching, 
clarity, delivery, principles of learning). 
SA A N D SD 
12. Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their professional responsibilities SA A N D SD 
(professional development, showing professionalism, communication with 
families). 
13. Teachers may choose from a variety of supervision options based on their SA A N D SD 
ability, such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or walkthroughs. 
14. Teachers are supervised in a manner in which the supervisor takes into account SA A N D SD 
the ability and developmental level of the teacher. 
15. Teachers are being supervised by a process which involves a pre-observation SA A N D SD 
conference, an observation and a post-observation conference. 
16. Mentoring is an option provided for supervision in our building. SA A N D SD 
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Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 
CURRENT 
17. Teachers within our school frequently observe one another for the purpose of SA A N D SD 
professional growth and collaboration. 
18. Teachers are a part of the process of developing the methods by which they are SA A N D SD 
supervised. 
19. Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my relationship with the SA A N D SD 
teacher is characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, openness, and a 
shared commitment to the teacher’s professional growth. 
20.1 use a variety of observation methods to gather data about the teacher’s SA A N D SD 
classroom performance. 
SECTION 3: IDEAL TEACHER SUPERVISION/EVALUATION BELIEFS 
Please circle the response which most accurately represents your view of the ideal supervision/evaluation 
system. 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree 
IDEAL 
21.1 should assess the teacher’s performance against clearly articulated performance SA A N D SD 
standards. 
22. The teacher’s performance evaluation should accurately reflect his/her SA A N D SD 
performance. 
23. Teachers should choose from a variety of supervision options based on their SA A N D SD 
ability such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, self-directed professional 
development (e.g., portfolios), or walkthroughs. 
24. Teachers should be supervised in a manner in which the supervisor takes into 
account the ability and developmental level of the teacher. 
25. Teachers should be supervised by a process which involves a pre-observation 
conference, an observation and a post-observation conference. 
26. Mentoring should be an option provided for supervision in our building. 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
SA A N D SD 
27. Teachers within our school should frequently observe one another for the SA A N D SD 
purpose of professional growth and collaboration. 
28. Teachers should be a part of the process of developing the methods by which SA A N D SD 
they are supervised. 
29. Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my relationship with the teacher SA A N D SD 
should be characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to the teacher’s professional growth. 
30.1 should use a variety of observation methods to gather data about the teacher’s 
classroom performance. 
SA A N D SD 
Continued on back 4 
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SECTION 4: SUPERVISION DATA SOURCE 
The following sources are often used to judge and/or evaluate teachers as a part of the supervisory process. 
For each source, indicate (1) whether you are currently using it to supervise the teacher’s performance and 
(2) whether you think it should be used to supervise the teacher’s performance. Please add and rate other 
sources if you regard necessary. 
Supervision Data Source 
Currently Used To 
Supervise The Teacher 
(circle one) 




31. Classroom observation 
(descriptive narrative) Yes No Yes No 
32. Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, students 
on-task behavior, types of teacher 
questions) Yes No Yes No 
33. Classroom observation (rating scale) Yes No Yes No 
34. Student test scores Yes No Yes No 
35. Input from students Yes No Yes No 
36. Input from parents Yes No Yes No 
37. Input from other teachers Yes No Yes No 
38. Professional development activities Yes No Yes No 
39. Lesson plans Yes No Yes No 
40. Other (specify) 
Yes No Yes No 
Yes No Yes No 
SECTION 5: HOW TEACHERS ARE SUPERVISED 
The following questions ask about how teachers are supervised. Please check all that apply. 
41. Who is responsible for supervising teachers formally (pre-observation conference, observation, post¬ 
observation conference) in your building? 
_Principal _Asst. Principal _Head of School _Dept. Chair _Other (specify)_ 
42. How often are teachers supervised formally? _daily _once a week _once a 
month _2 times per year _once per year _other (specify)_ 
43. Who is responsible for supervising teachers informally (walkthroughs) in your building? 
_Principal_Asst. Principal _Head of School _Dept. Chair _Other (specify)_ 
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44. How often are teachers supervised informally? _daily _once a week _once a 
month _2 times per year _once per year _other (specify)_. 
45. After you have observed a teacher in the classroom, how much input does the teacher have in the 
discussion or conference that takes place afterward? 
_no input _a little input _a lot of input _no discussion/conference takes place. 
46. How often do you meet with the teacher to establish goals for professional growth or performance 
improvement? 
_never _2 times per year _once a year _other (specify)_. 
SECTION 6: GENERAL PERCEPTIONS 
The following questions seek your input regarding strengths and weaknesses of your present supervision 
system as well as your general perceptions regarding an ideal supervision system. Please provide a 
response to each of the following questions: 
47. What do you feel are the greatest strengths of your school’s current teacher supervision/evaluation 
system? (Attach additional paper if necessary) 
48. What do you feel are the greatest weaknesses of your school’s current teacher supervision/evaluation 
system? (Attach additional paper if necessary) 
49. What do you think are the major components of an ideal supervision/evaluation system? (Attach 
additional paper if necessary) 
Thank you for completing this survey. 
Once again, please return the survey in the envelope provided to the school office. 
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APPENDIX D 
COVER LETTER FOR TEACHER SURVEY 
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Dear Teacher, 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Teacher Education and Curriculum 
Studies at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and I am requesting your assistance 
with my dissertation study of public, private, and parochial school teachers’ and 
supervisors’ perceptions of supervision/evaluation. Over the years relatively few studies 
have been conducted focusing specifically on teachers’ and supervisors’ perspectives 
concerning supervision and evaluation. Your participation in this study will provide a 
voice for teachers in this critical area. 
The enclosed survey seeks your perceptions of your school’s present teacher 
supervision/evaluation system as well as your perceptions of what would constitute an 
ideal teacher supervision system. The enclosed survey should require approximately 15 
minutes to complete. Your participation will hopefully lead to improvements in the 
teacher supervision evaluation process and the education of the young people we work 
with in our schools. I would ask you to complete the survey and return it to the school 
office in the envelope provided and sealed by you by November 8th. 
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to answer all, some, or 
none of the questions. No school district, individual school, or individual will be 
identified in the reporting of the results. Your answers will be combined with those of 
teachers throughout several schools in Western Massachusetts and only total responses 
and averaged ratings will be reported. Your informed consent to participate in the study 
under the conditions described is assumed by your completing the questionnaire and 
submitting it to the researcher. Do not complete the questionnaire or hand it in if you do 
not understand or agree to these conditions. 
Please feel free to contact me at school (413-263-3330) or home (413-739-1161) 
should you have any questions or concerns regarding this survey. Upon your request, a 
copy of the findings will be made available to you upon completion of this study. I thank 
you for your cooperation and wish you a wonderful school year. 
Sincerely, 
Jack Rizzo 
Principal, Tatham Elementary School 
West Springfield Public Schools 
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Dear Supervisor, 
I am a doctoral student in the Department of Teacher Education and Curriculum 
Studies at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and I am requesting your assistance 
with my dissertation study of public, private, and parochial school teachers’ and 
supervisors’ perceptions of supervision/evaluation. Over the years relatively few studies 
have been conducted focusing specifically on teachers’ and supervisors’ perspectives 
concerning supervision and evaluation. Your participation in this study will provide a 
voice for supervisors in this critical area. 
The enclosed survey seeks your perceptions of your school’s present teacher 
supervision/evaluation system as well as your perceptions of what would constitute an 
ideal teacher supervision system. The enclosed survey should require approximately 15 
minutes to complete. Your participation will hopefully lead to improvements in the 
teacher supervision evaluation process and the education of the young people we work 
with in our schools. I would ask you to complete the survey and return it to the school 
office in the envelope provided and sealed by you by November 8th. 
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to answer all, some, or 
none of the questions. No school district, individual school, or individual will be 
identified in the reporting of the results. Your answers will be combined with those of 
supervisors throughout several schools in Western Massachusetts and only total 
responses and averaged ratings will be reported.. Your informed consent to participate in 
the study under the conditions described is assumed by your completing the questionnaire 
and submitting it to the researcher. Do not complete the questionnaire or hand it in if you 
do not understand or agree to these conditions. 
Please feel free to contact me at school (413-263-3330) or home (413-739-1161) 
should you have any questions or concerns regarding this survey. Upon your request, a 
copy of the findings will be made available to you upon completion of this study. I thank 
you for your cooperation and wish you a wonderful school year. 
Sincerely, 
Jack Rizzo, 
Principal, Tatham Elementary School 
West Springfield Public Schools 
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Dear Teacher, 
I am writing to you once again to seek your participation in my dissertation study 
of public, private, and parochial school teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions of 
supervision/evaluation. I recognize that the demands of being an educator have made it 
difficult for some to respond when the surveys were originally sent in November and I 
am contacting you now in the hope that you might find the time to complete my survey if 
you have not already done so. 
The enclosed survey seeks your perceptions of your school’s present teacher 
supervision/evaluation system as well as your perceptions of what would constitute an 
ideal teacher supervision system. The enclosed survey should require approximately 15 
minutes to complete. Your participation will hopefully lead to improvements in the 
teacher supervision evaluation process and the education of the young people we work 
with in our schools. I would ask you to complete the survey and return it to the school 
office in the envelope provided and sealed by you by December 15th. 
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to answer all, some, or 
none of the questions. Please be assured that your responses will be held in strict 
confidence. No school district, individual school, or individual will be identified in the 
reporting of the results. Your answers will be combined with those of supervisors 
throughout several schools in Western Massachusetts and only total responses and 
averaged ratings will be reported.. Your informed consent to participate in the study 
under the conditions described is assumed by your completing the questionnaire and 
submitting it to the researcher. Do not complete the questionnaire or mail it in if you do 
not understand or agree to these conditions. 
Please feel free to contact me at school (413-263-3330) or home (413-739-1161) 
should you have any questions or concerns regarding this survey. Upon your request, a 
copy of the findings will be made available to you upon completion of this study. I thank 
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Dear Supervisor, 
I am writing to you once again to seek your participation in my dissertation study 
of public, private, and parochial school teachers’ and supervisors’ perceptions of 
supervision/evaluation. I recognize that the demands of being an educator have made it 
difficult for some to respond when the surveys were originally sent in November and I 
am contacting you now in the hope that you might find the time to complete my survey if 
you have not already done so. 
The enclosed survey seeks your perceptions of your school’s present teacher 
supervision/evaluation system as well as your perceptions of what would constitute an 
ideal teacher supervision system. The enclosed survey should require approximately 15 
minutes to complete. Your participation will hopefully lead to improvements in the 
teacher supervision evaluation process and the education of the young people we work 
with in our schools. I would ask you to complete the survey and return it to the school 
office in the envelope provided and sealed by you by December 15th. 
Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to answer all, some, or 
none of the questions. Please be assured that your responses will be held in strict 
confidence. No school district, individual school, or individual will be identified in the 
reporting of the results. Your answers will be combined with those of supervisors 
throughout several schools in Western Massachusetts and only total responses and 
averaged ratings will be reported.. Your informed consent to participate in the study 
under the conditions described is assumed by your completing the questionnaire and 
submitting it to the researcher. Do not complete the questionnaire or mail it in if you do 
not understand or agree to these conditions. 
Please feel free to contact me at school (413-263-3330) or home (413-739-1161) 
should you have any questions or concerns regarding this survey. Upon your request, a 
copy of the findings will be made available to you upon completion of this study. I thank 




PUBLIC TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS TOWARD CURRENT SUPERVISION 
160 
Table H.l Public school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards current supervision/evaluation systems_ 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
My performance is assessed against clearly 
articulated performance standards. 20.5% 54.5% 15.2% 8.5% 1.3% A 
My performance evaluation accurately reflects 
my performance. 22.2% 56.9% 13.3% 6.7% 0.9% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
planning and preparation, (subject, knowledge, 
materials, assessment, selecting instructional 
goals). 
28.9% 49.8% 12.9% 6.7% 1.7% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, time 
space). 
37.1% 56.7% 4.5% 1.3% 0.4% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery, 
principles of learning). 
40.9% 54.7% 3.1% 0.9% 0.4% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
development, showing professionalism, 
communication with families). 
20.4% 41.2% 20.8% 15.9% 1.7% A 
I am supervised in a manner which consists of 
choosing from a variety of supervision options, 
such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or 
self-directed professional development (e.g., 
portfolios), or administrative walkthroughs. 
5.8% 17.4% 17.4% 37.9% 21.4% D 
I am supervised in a manner in which the 
supervisor takes into account the ability and 
developmental level of a teacher. 
15.2% 38.8% 31.7% 12.9% 1.4% A 
I am supervised by a process which involves a 
pre-observation conference, an observation, and 
a post-observation conference. 
24.4% 44.0% 6.2% 19.1% 6.3% A 
Mentoring is an option provided for supervision 
in our building. 
19.8% 43.7% 13.5% 16.7% 6.3% A 
Teachers within our school frequently observe 
one another for the purpose of professional 
growth and collaboration. 
0.4% 4.4% 15.1% 49.8% 30.3% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of developing 
the methods by which they are supervised. 
3.1% 23.8% 25.1% 34.1% 13.9% N 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, 
my relationship with my supervisor is 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my 
professional growth. 
26.0% 44.4% 19.3% 7.6% 2.7% A 
My supervisor uses a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about my classroom 
performance. 
10.0% 29.9% 31.2% 22.6% 6.3% N 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=NeutraI, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table 1.1 Private non-religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Statement 
Response ■"—.- 
SA A N D SD Median 
My performance is assessed against clearly 
articulated performance standards. 10.5% 15.8% 36.8% 36.9% 0.0% N 
My performance evaluation accurately reflects 
my performance. 15.8% 57.9% 15.8% 10.5% 0.0% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
planning and preparation, (subject, knowledge, 
materials, assessment, selecting instructional 
goals). 
21.1% 31.6% 15.8% 15.8% 15.7% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, 
time space). 
36.8% 52.6% 0.0% 10.6% 0.0% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery, 
principles of learning). 
52.6% 36.8% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% SA 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
development, showing professionalism, 
communication with families). 
21.1% 31.6% 21.1% 26.2% 0.0% A 
I am supervised in a manner which consists of 
choosing from a variety of supervision options, 
such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or 16.7% 0.0% 38.9% 33.3% 11.1% N 
self-directed professional development (e.g., 
portfolios), or administrative walkthroughs. 
I am supervised in a manner in which the 
supervisor takes into account the ability and 
developmental level of a teacher. 
27.8% 38.9% 16.7% 16.6% 0.0% A 
I am supervised by a process which involves a 
pre-observation conference, an observation, and 
a post-observation conference. 
21.1% 15.8% 10.5% 31.6% 21.0% D 
Mentoring is an option provided for supervision 
in our building. 15.8% 26.3% 15.8% 31.6% 10.5% N 
Teachers within our school frequently observe 
one another for the purpose of professional 
growth and collaboration. 
5.3% 31.6% 15.8% 31.6% 15.7% N 
Teachers are a part of the process of developing 
the methods by which they are supervised. 0.0% 15.8% 26.3% 42.1% 15.8% D 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, 
my relationship with my supervisor is 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my 
professional growth. 
31.6% 47.4% 15.8% 5.2% 0.0% A 
My supervisor uses a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about my classroom 
performance. 
5.3% 31.6% 36.8% 21.1% 5.2% N 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D= Disagree, SD= Strongly Disagree. 
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Table J. 1 Religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
My performance is assessed against clearly 
articulated performance standards. 13.1% 53.5% 26.3% 6.1% 1.0% A 
My performance evaluation accurately reflects my 
performance. 24.2% 63.6% 10.1% 2.1% 0.0% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
planning and preparation, (subject, knowledge, 
materials, assessment, selecting instructional goals). 
34.0% 58.0% 7.0% 1.0% 0.0% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, time 
space). 
39.0% 56.0% 3.0% 2.0% 0.0% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery, 
principles of learning). 
41.0% 58.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% A 
When I am supervised, I am evaluated on my 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
development, showing professionalism, 
communication with families). 
27.0% 48.0% 14.0% 10.0% 1.0% A 
I am supervised in a manner which consists of 
choosing from a variety of supervision options, such 
as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self- 
directed professional development (e.g., portfolios), 
or administrative walkthroughs. 
10.2% 21.4% 23.5% 37.8% 7.1% N 
I am supervised in a manner in which the supervisor 
takes into account the ability and developmental 
level of a teacher. 
16.7% 58.3% 17.7% 7.3% 0.0% A 
I am supervised by a process which involves a pre- 
observation conference, an observation, and a post¬ 
observation conference. 
24.0% 39.0% 10.0% 25.0% 2.0% A 
Mentoring is an option provided for supervision in 
our building. 10.3% 22.7% 24.7% 34.0% 8.3% N 
Teachers within our school frequently observe one 
another for the purpose of professional growth and 
collaboration. 
1.0% 18.4% 19.4% 44.9% 16.3% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of developing the 
methods by which they are supervised. 2.0% 18.2% 18.2% 45.5% 16.1% D 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my 
relationship with my supervisor is characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
29.0% 54.0% 9.0% 5.0% 3.0% A 
My supervisor uses a variety of observation methods 
to gather data about my classroom performance. 22.0% 43.0% 
20.0% 12.0% 3.0% A 
Note: SA=StrongIy Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutrai, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table K. 1 Public school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
I assess the teacher’s performance against clearly 
articulated performance standards. 18.5% 70.4% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% A 
The teacher’s performance evaluation accurately 
reflects his/her performance. 17.9% 60.7% 14.3% 0.0% 7.1% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
planning and preparation, (subject, knowledge, 
materials, assessment, selecting instructional goals). 
25.9% 66.7% 0.0% 3.7% 3.7% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, time 
space). 
18.5% 66.7% 3.7% 3.7% 7.4% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery, 
principles of learning). 
25.0% 67.9% 3.6% 3.5% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
development, showing professionalism, 
communication with families). 
7.1% 60.7% 17.9% 10.7% 3.6% A 
Teachers may choose from a variety of supervision 
options based on their ability, such as clinical 
supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
walkthroughs. 
3.6% 10.7% 14.3% 35.7% 35.7% D 
Teachers are supervised in a manner in which the 
supervisor takes into account the ability and 
developmental level of a teacher. 
3.6% 50.0% 25.0% 10.7% 10.7% A 
Teachers are supervised by a process which 
involves a pre-observation conference, an 
observation, and a post-observation conference. 
35.7% 46.4% 10.7% 3.6% 3.6% A 
Mentoring is an option provided for supervision in 
our building. 28.6% 42.9% 7.1% 21.4% 0.0% A 
Teachers within our school frequently observe one 
another for the purpose of professional growth and 
collaboration. 
0.0% 3.6% 25.0% 53.6% 17.8% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of developing the 
methods by which they are supervised. 14.3% 53.6% 3.6% 17.9% 10.6% A 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation process, my 
relationship with the teacher is characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
35.7% 46.4% 14.3% 3.6% 0.0% A 
I use a variety of observation methods to gather 
data about the teacher’s classroom performance. 10.7% 
57.1% 21.4% 10.8% 0.0% A 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table L.l Private non-religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
I assess the teacher’s performance against 
clearly articulated performance standards. 16.7% 25.0% 8.3% 41.7% 8.3% N-D 
The teacher’s performance evaluation 
accurately reflects his/her performance. 18.2% 63.6% 18.2% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
planning and preparation, (subject, knowledge, 
materials, assessment, selecting instructional 
goals). 
33.3% 41.8% 8.3% 8.3% 8.3% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, 
time space). 
41.7% 50.0% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery, 
principles of learning). 
50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA-A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
development, showing professionalism, 
communication with families). 
8.3% 41.7% 25.0% 16.7% 8.3% A-N 
Teachers may choose from a variety of 
supervision options based on their ability, such 
as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self- 
directed professional development (e.g., 
portfolios), or walkthroughs. 
9.1% 0.0% 27.3% 9.1% 54.5% SD 
Teachers are supervised in a manner in which 
the supervisor takes into account the ability 
and developmental level of a teacher. 
41.7% 50.0% 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised by a process which 
involves a pre-observation conference, an 
observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
50.0% 25.0% 8.3% 8.3% 8.4% SA-A 
Mentoring is an option provided for 
supervision in our building. 41.7% 0.0% 33.3% 8.3% 16.7% N 
Teachers within our school frequently observe 
one another for the purpose of professional 
growth and collaboration. 
0.0% 25.0% 16.7% 58.3% 0.0% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
0.0% 41.7% 16.7% 25.0% 16.6% N 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with the teacher is 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my 
professional growth. 
50.0% 41.7% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% SA-A 
I use a variety of observation methods to 
gather data about the teacher’s classroom 
performance. 
33.3% 50.0% 0.0% 8.3% 8.4% A 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table M. 1 Religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards current supervision/evaluation systems 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
I assess the teacher’s performance against 
clearly articulated performance standards. 5.6% 61.1% 16.7% 16.8% 0.0% A 
The teacher’s performance evaluation 
accurately reflects his/her performance. 11.1% 66.7% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
planning and preparation, (subject, knowledge, 
materials, assessment, selecting instructional 
goals). 
16.7% 66.7% 5.6% 11.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
classroom environment, (rapport, discipline, 
time space). 
33.3% 61.1% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
instruction, (active teaching, clarity, delivery, 
principles of learning). 
44.4% 55.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised and evaluated on their 
professional responsibilities, (professional 
development, showing professionalism, 
communication with families). 
11.1% 61.1% 5.6% 22.2% 0.0% A 
Teachers may choose from a variety of 
supervision options based on their ability, such 
as clinical supervision, peer coaching, or self- 
directed professional development (e.g., 
portfolios), or walkthroughs. 
16.7% 16.7% 11.1% 55.5% 0.0% D 
Teachers are supervised in a manner in which 
the supervisor takes into account the ability 
and developmental level of a teacher. 
22.2% 66.7% 5.6% 5.5% 0.0% A 
Teachers are supervised by a process which 
involves a pre-observation conference, an 
observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
50.0% 38.8% 5.6% 5.6% 0.0% SA-A 
Mentoring is an option provided for 
supervision in our building. 33.3% 44.4% 11.1% 11.2% 0.0% A 
Teachers within our school frequently observe 
one another for the purpose of professional 
growth and collaboration. 
0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 50.0% 16.7% D 
Teachers are a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
11.1% 16.7% 22.2% 33.3% 16.7% N-D 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with the teacher is 
characterized by collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared commitment to my 
professional growth. 
38.9% 61.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% A 
I use a variety of observation methods to 
gather data about the teacher’s classroom 
performance. 
22.2% 44.4% 16.7% 16.7% 0.0% A 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table N. 1 Public school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system  
Response 
Statement SA A N D SD Median 
My performance should be assessed against 
clearly articulated performance standards. 52.7% 39.7% 5.4% 1.8% 0.4% SA 
My performance evaluation should accurately 
reflect my performance. 67.7% 29.6% 1.8% 0.9% 0.0% SA 
I should be supervised in a manner which 
consists of choosing from a variety of 
supervision options, such as clinical 
supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
administrative walkthroughs. 
44.4% 40.0% 12.4% 2.7% 0.5% A 
I should be supervised in a manner in which 
the supervisor takes into account the ability 
and developmental level of a teacher. 
45.1% 44.2% 7.1% 2.7% 0.9% A 
I should be supervised by a process which 
involves a pre-observation conference, an 
observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
52.7% 35.8% 5.8% 4.4% 1.4% SA 
Mentoring should be an option provided for 
supervision in our building. 52.0% 35.1% 10.2% 1.3% 1.2% SA 
Teachers within our school should frequently 
observe one another for the purpose of 
professional growth and collaboration. 
42.7% 37.8% 14.7% 3.6% 1.3% A 
Teachers should be a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
57.1% 40.7% 1.8% 0.4% 0.0% SA 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with my supervisor 
should be characterized by collaboration, 
honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
74.3% 25.2% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
My supervisor should use a variety of 
observation methods to gather data about my 
classroom performance. 
58.8% 38.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table 0.1 Private non-religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system_ 
Response 
Statement SA A N D SD Median 
My performance should be assessed against 
clearly articulated performance standards. 47.4% 36.8% 10.5% 5.3% 0.0% A 
My performance evaluation should accurately 
reflect my performance. 73.7% 26.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
I should be supervised in a manner which 
consists of choosing from a variety of 
supervision options, such as clinical 
supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
administrative walkthroughs. 
42.1% 36.8% 15.8% 5.3% 0.0% A 
I should be supervised in a manner in which 
the supervisor takes into account the ability 
and developmental level of a teacher. 
42.1% 52.6% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% A 
I should be supervised by a process which 
involves a pre-observation conference, an 
observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
42.1% 42.1% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Mentoring should be an option provided for 
supervision in our building. 47.4% 47.4% 5.2% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers within our school should frequently 
observe one another for the purpose of 
professional growth and collaboration. 
42.1% 42.1% 15.8% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers should be a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
47.4% 42.1% 5.2% 5.3% 0.0% A 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with my supervisor 
should be characterized by collaboration, 
honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
73.7% 26.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
My supervisor should use a variety of 
observation methods to gather data about my 52.6% 47.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
classroom performance. 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table P. 1 Religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system 
Statement SA A N D SD Median 
My performance should be assessed against 
clearly articulated performance standards. 46.5% 43.4% 6.1% 4.0% 0.0% A 
My performance evaluation should accurately 
reflect my performance. 52.0% 47.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
I should be supervised in a manner which 
consists of choosing from a variety of 
supervision options, such as clinical 
supervision, peer coaching, or self-directed 
professional development (e.g., portfolios), or 
administrative walkthroughs. 
* 
32.0% 46.0% 17.0% 5.0% 0.0% A 
I should be supervised in a manner in which 
the supervisor takes into account the ability 
and developmental level of a teacher. 
37.0% 58.0% 3.0% 2.0% 0.0% A 
I should be supervised by a process which 
involves a pre-observation conference, an 
observation, and a post-observation 
conference. 
43.0% 46.0% 8.0% 3.0% 0.0% A 
Mentoring should be an option provided for 
supervision in our building. 30.3% 47.5% 16.2% 6.0% 0.0% A 
Teachers within our school should frequently 
observe one another for the purpose of 
professional growth and collaboration. 
15.0% 39.0% 28.0% 17.0% 1.0% A 
Teachers should be a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
22.0% 67.0% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with my supervisor 
should be characterized by collaboration, 
honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
59.0% 41.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
My supervisor should use a variety of 
observation methods to gather data about my 51.0% 47.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
classroom performance. 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A= Agree, N=NeutraL, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table Q. 1 Public school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
I should assess the teacher’s performance 
against clearly articulated performance 
standards. 
64.3% 32.1% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
The teacher’s performance evaluation 
should accurately reflects his/her 
performance. 
78.6% 21.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should choose from a variety of 
supervision options based on their ability, 
such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, 
or self-directed professional development 
(e.g., portfolios), or walkthroughs. 
39.3% 32.1% 21.4% 7.2% 0.0% A 
Teachers should be supervised in a manner 
in which the supervisor takes into account 
the ability and developmental level of a 
teacher. 
46.4% 35.7% 7.1% 3.6% 7.2% A 
Teachers should be supervised by a 
process which involves a pre-observation 
conference, an observation, and a post- 
observation conference. 
50.0% 35.7% 10.7% 0.0% 3.6% SA-A 
Mentoring should be an option provided 
for supervision in our building. 53.6% 42.9% 3.5% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers within our school should 
frequently observe one another for the 
purpose of professional growth and 
collaboration. 
46.4% 46.4% 3.6% 3.6% 0.0% A 
Teachers should be a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
42.9% 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with the teacher 
should be characterized by collaboration, 
honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
I should use a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about the teacher’s 
classroom performance. 
64.3% 32.1% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table R. 1 Private non-religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system 
Statement 
Response 
SA A N D SD Median 
I should assess the teacher’s performance 
against clearly articulated performance 
standards. 
75.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% SA 
The teacher’s performance evaluation 
should accurately reflects his/her 
performance. 
83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should choose from a variety of 
supervision options based on their ability, 
such as clinical supervision, peer coaching, 
or self-directed professional development 
(e.g., portfolios), or walkthroughs. 
27.3% 27.3% 27.3% 18.1% 0.0% A 
Teachers should be supervised in a manner 
in which the supervisor takes into account 
the ability and developmental level of a 
teacher. 
58.3% 41.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should be supervised by a 
process which involves a pre-observation 
conference, an observation, and a post¬ 
observation conference. 
66.7% 25.0% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Mentoring should be an option provided 
for supervision in our building. 
50.0% 41.7% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% SA-A 
Teachers within our school should 
frequently observe one another for the 
purpose of professional growth and 
collaboration. 
58.3% 41.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should be a part of the process of 
developing the methods by which they are 
supervised. 
58.3% 25.0% 8.3% 8.4% 0.0% SA 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with the teacher 
should be characterized by collaboration, 
honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
I should use a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about the teacher’s 
classroom performance. 
58.3% 41.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D= Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table S. 1 Religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards an ideal supervision/evaluation system 
Response 
Statement SA A N D SD Median 
I should assess the teacher’s performance 
against clearly articulated performance 
standards. 
72.2% 22.2% 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% SA 
The teacher’s performance evaluation 
should accurately reflects his/her 
performance. 
83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should choose from a variety of 
supervision options based on their ability, 
such as clinical supervision, peer 
coaching, or self-directed professional 
development (e.g., portfolios), or 
walkthroughs. 
44.4% 33.3% 11.1% 11.2% 0.0% A 
Teachers should be supervised in a 
manner in which the supervisor takes into 
account the ability and developmental 
level of a teacher. 
66.7% 27.8% 0.0% 5.5% 0.0% SA 
Teachers should be supervised by a 
process which involves a pre-observation 
conference, an observation, and a post- 
observation conference. 
61.1% 38.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
Mentoring should be an option provided 
for supervision in our building. 66.7% 27.8% 0.0% 5.5% 0.0% SA 
Teachers within our school should 
frequently observe one another for the 
purpose of professional growth and 
collaboration. 
50.0% 44.4% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% SA-A 
Teachers should be a part of the process 
of developing the methods by which they 
are supervised. 
33.3% 61.1% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% A 
Throughout the supervision/evaluation 
process, my relationship with the teacher 
should be characterized by collaboration, 
honesty, trust, openness, and a shared 
commitment to my professional growth. 
83.3% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
I should use a variety of observation 
methods to gather data about the teacher’s 66.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% SA 
classroom performance. 
Note: SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table T. 1 Public school teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to statements 







Item Stem Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal 
Performance is assessed 





























Supervised in a manner 
which consists of 2.48 4.25 2.11 4.04 2.44 4.23 
choosing from a variety 
of supervision options 
(1.18) (0.81) (1.13) (0.96) (1.17) (0.83) 
Supervised in a manner 
in which the supervisor 
takes into account the 
ability and developmental 













Supervised by a process 
which involves a pre¬ 
observation conference. 3.61 4.34 4.07 4.29 3.66 4.33 
an observation, and a 
post-observation 
conference. 
(1.22) (0.88) (0.98) (0.94) (1.20) (0.88) 
Mentoring is an option 
provided for supervision 













Teachers within the 
school frequently observe 
one another for the 
purpose of professional 













Teachers are a part of the 
process of developing the 
















process, the relationship 
with the supervisor is 
characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, 
trust, openness, and a 
shared commitment to 
3.83 4.74 4.14 4.75 3.87 4.74 
(0.99) (0.45) (0.80) (0.44) (0.97) (0.45) 
professional growth. 
Supervisor uses a variety 
of observation methods to 3.14 4.56 3.68 4.61 3.20 4.57 
gather data about 
classroom performance. 
(1.08) (0.55) (0.82) (0.57) (1.06) (0.55) 
Note: 5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, l=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table U. 1 Private non-religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to 








Item Stem Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal 
Performance is assessed 





























Supervised in a manner 
which consists of choosing 














Supervised in a manner in 
winch the supervisor takes 
into account the ability and 














Supervised by a process 
which involves a pre- 
observation conference, an 














Mentoring is an option 














Teachers within the school 
frequently observe one 
another for the purpose of 














Teachers are a part of the 
process of developing the 
















process, the relationship 
with the supervisor is 
characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, trust, 
openness, and a shared 














Supervisor uses a variety of 
observation methods to 














Note: 5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, l=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table V. 1 Religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ mean responses to statements 







Item Stem Current Ideal Current Ideal Current Ideal 
Performance is assessed 





























Supervised in a manner 
which consists of 














Supervised in a manner in 
which the supervisor takes 
into account the ability 
and developmental level 













Supervised by a process 
which involves a pre- 
observation conference, 















Mentoring is an option 
provided for supervision 













Teachers within the 
school frequently observe 
one another for the 
purpose of professional 













Teachers are a part of the 
process of developing the 
















process, the relationship 
with the supervisor is 
characterized by 
collaboration, honesty, 
trust, openness, and a 














Supervisor uses a variety 
of observation methods to 














Note: 5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Neutral, 2=Disagree, l=Strongly Disagree. 
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Table W. 1 Public school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their perceptions 
towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative description) 92.7% 7.3% 94.6% 5.4% 
Classroom observation (systematic observation 
e.g., class traffic, students on-task behavior, types 
of teacher questions) 
89.2% 10.8% 95.1% 4.9% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 51.8% 48.2% 67.7% 32.3% 
Student test scores 4.3% 95.7% 12.6% 87.4% 
Input from students 9.9% 90.1% 48.6% 51.4% 
Input from parents 6.5% 93.5% 32.6% 67.4% 
Input from other teachers 8.0% 92.0% 43.5% 56.5% 
Professional development activities 36.8% 63.2% 71.6% 28.4% 
Lesson plans 56.9% 43.1% 71.9% 28.1% 
Other 1.8% 98.2% 7.5% 92.5% 
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Table X.l Private non-religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning 
their perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise 
teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative 
description) 94.7% 5.3% 100.0% 0.0% 
Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, students on- 
task behavior, types of teacher questions) 
78.9% 21.1% 100.0% 0.0% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 15.8% 84.2% 26.3% 73.7% 
Student test scores 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Input from students 52.6% 47.4% 83.3% 16.7% 
Input from parents 15.8% 84.2% 52.6% 47.4% 
Input from other teachers 31.6% 68.4% 66.7% 33.3% 
Professional development activities 57.9% 42.1% 84.2% 15.8% 
Lesson plans 31.6% 68.4% 55.6% 44.4% 
Other 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
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Table Y. 1 Religious school teachers’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise 
teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative 
description) 98.0% 2.0% 98.9% 1.1% 
Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, students on- 
task behavior, types of teacher questions) 
94.7% 5.3% 96.5% 3.5% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 46.6% 53.4% 73.8% 26.2% 
Student test scores 23.1% 76.9% 37.2% 62.8% 
Input from students 23.4% 76.6% 45.3% 54.7% 
Input from parents 24.5% 75.5% 43.8% 56.2% 
Input from other teachers 20.4% 79.6% 50.6% 49.4% 
Professional development activities 57.4% 42.6% 80.2% 19,8% 
Lesson plans 86.9% 13.1% 92.0% 8.0% 
Other 1.0% 99.0% 4.0% 96.0% 
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Table Z. 1 Public school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise 
teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative 
description) 89.3% 10.7% 95.2% 4.8% 
Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, students on- 
task behavior, types of teacher questions) 
89.3% 10.7% 95.5% 4.5% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 37.0% 63.0% 56.5% 43.5% 
Student test scores 3.6% 96.4% 26.1% 73.9% 
Input from students 14.8% 85.2% 52.0% 48.0% 
Input from parents 14.3% 85.7% 41.7% 58.3% 
Input from other teachers 17.9% 82.1% 39.1% 60.9% 
Professional development activities 55.6% 44.4% 86.4% 13.6% 
Lesson plans 88.9% 11.1% 95.0% 5.0% 
Other 0.0% 100.0% 17.9% 82.1% 
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Table AA. 1 Private non-religious school supervisors’ responses to statements 
concerning their perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to 
supervise teachers  
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative description) 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, students on- 
task behavior, types of teacher questions) 
81.8% 18.2% 100.0% 0.0% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 33.3% 66.7% 50.0% 50.0% 
Student test scores 0.0% 100.0% 20.0% 80.0% 
Input from students 75.0% 25.0% 80.0% 20.0% 
Input from parents 16.7% 83.3% 36.4% 63.6% 
Input from other teachers 33.3% 66.7% 40.0% 60.0% 
Professional development activities 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 0.0% 
Lesson plans 36.4% 63.6% 70.0% 30.0% 
Other 16.7% 83.3% 33.3% 66.7% 
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Table BB. 1 Religious school supervisors’ responses to statements concerning their 
perceptions towards criteria that are currently used and should be used to supervise 
teachers 
Currently Used Should Be Used 
Supervision Item Yes No Yes No 
Classroom observation (narrative 
description) 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 0.0% 
Classroom observation (systematic 
observation e.g., class traffic, students 
on-task behavior, types of teacher 
questions) 
94.4% 5.6% 100.0% 0.0% 
Classroom observation (rating scale) 22.2% 77.8% 58.8% 41.2% 
Student test scores 17.6% 82.4% 50.0% 50.0% 
Input from students 27.8% 72.2% 47.1% 52.9% 
Input from parents 16.7% 83.3% 31.3% 68.7% 
Input from other teachers 25.0% 75.0% 33.3% 66.7% 
Professional development activities 61.1% 38.9% 87.5% 12.5% 
Lesson plans 88.9% 11.1% 100.0% 0.0% 
Other 11.1% 88.9% 16.7% 83.3% 
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Table CC. 1 Public school teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to statements concerning 
how teachers are supervised 







Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal 
Daily 15.9 0.4 39.3 3.6 18.5 0.8 
Once a week 10.2 0.4 35.7 3.6 13.0 0.8 
r requency Once a month 21.7 0.0 10.7 0.0 20.5 0.0 
2 times per year 8.8 24.3 0.0 64.3 7.9 28.7 
supervision Once per year 5.8 25.2 0.0 35.7 5.1 26.4 
Other 32.3 50.0 21.4 25.0 31.1 47.2 
Principal 76.5 71.7 96.4 96.4 78.7 74.4 
Asst. Principal 44.2 44.7 64.3 67.9 46.5 47.2 
responsioie 
Head of School 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 lor Dept. Chair 20.4 7.5 28.6 3.6 21.3 7.1 
supervision Other 11.9 6.6 10.7 10.7 11.8 7.1 


























Frequency of Never 35.4 17.9 33.5 
meetings 2 times per year 5.8 25.0 7.9 
to establish Once a year 30.5 35.7 31.1 
goals Other 26.1 25.0 26.0 
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Table DD. 1 Private non-religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to 
statements concerning how teachers are supervised 







Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal 
Daily 5.3 0.0 8.3 0.0 6.5 0.0 
Once a week 5.3 0.0 25.0 0.0 12.9 0.0 
Frequency of Once a month 5.3 0.0 8.3 0.0 6.5 0.0 
supervision 2 times per year 10.5 36.8 16.7 8.3 12.9 25.8 
Once per year 10.5 31.6 0.0 33.3 6.5 32.3 
Other 42.1 36.8 41.7 66.7 41.9 48.4 
Who is Principal 10.5 10.5 8.3 8.3 9.7 9.7 
Asst. Principal 5.3 10.5 16.7 0.0 9.7 6.5 
for 
Head of School 26.3 5.3 25.0 8.3 25.8 6.5 
1UI 
Dept. Chair 42.1 78.9 50.0 91.7 45.2 83.9 
supervision 
Other 36.8 47.4 58.3 50.0 45.2 48.4 







No input 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Amount of Little input 36.8 0.0 22.6 
teacher input Lot of input 57.9 100.0 74.2 
in conference No discussion 
takes place 5.3 8.3 6.5 
Frequency of 
meetings 
to establish goals 
Never 15.8 0.0 9.7 
2 times per year 15.8 25.0 19.4 










RELIGIOUS SCHOOL TEACHERS’ AND SUPERVISORS’ RESPONSES 
CONCERNING HOW TEACHERS ARE SUPERVISED 
206 
Table EE.l Religious school teachers’ and supervisors’ responses to statements 
concerning how teachers are supervised 







Informal Formal Informal Formal Informal Formal 
Daily 26.0 1.0 22.2 0.0 25.6 0.8 
Once a week 22.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 21.4 0.0 
Frequency of Once a month 23.0 2.0 11.1 0.0 21.4 1.7 
supervision 2 times per year 6.0 14.0 0.0 22.2 5.1 15.3 
Once per year 6.0 65.0 11.1 72.2 6.8 66.1 
Other 18.0 19.0 38.9 16.7 21.4 18.6 
Who is Principal 87.0 92.0 77.8 83.3 85.6 90.7 
Asst. Principal 12.0 10.0 33.3 38.9 15.3 14.4 
Head of School 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.7 
1UI Dept. Chair 10.0 6.0 44.4 33.3 15.3 10.2 
supervision Other 4.0 2.0 5.6 0.0 4.2 1.7 





No input 5.1 0.0 4.3 
Amount of Little input 32.3 5.6 28.2 
teacher input Lot of input 49.5 88.9 55.6 
in conference No discussion 
takes place 15.2 0.0 12.8 
Frequency of 
meetings 
to establish goals 
Never 20.2 0.0 17.1 
2 times per year 15.2 33.3 17.9 
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